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Summary Worldwde national parks are generally operated by State run inlnlstnes w~th a nat~onal park servlce 
Problems w ~ t h  direct State management of such resources have become lncreasingly evtdent Such federally run servlces are 
not the only models for national parks management as ev~denced by a number of semi-autonomous organmtlons proudly fillrng 
t h ~ s  role The past five years have seen-the development of Madagascar s first nat~onal parks servlce wh~ch has followed a 
creatlve rnst~tut~onal arrangement whereby the State has delegated a not-for profit assoaatlon (ANGAP) the management 
author~ty of a network of 44 parks and reserves Whde much remains to be achieved, th~s  artlcle seehs to capture some of the 
lessons learned through the integrated conservation and development programs (ICDP) whose coordmation led to ANGAP s 
current nilsslon statement and mandate Emphas~s IS glven to the need to involve both local communltles adjacent to protected 
areas and the private sector Pohcy lmpl~cat~ons are drawn out The author has served, slnce February 1994 as ANGAP's 
prlnc~pal techn~cal adv~sor and has been respons~ble for supporting and developmg ANGAP s inst~tutional evolut~on towards 
becom~ng Madagascar s Natronal Parks Inst~tut~on 

1 0 In t roduc t ion  

Madagascar has 

natlonal parks servlce, and 

f w e  years ago, when the 

Madagascar and donors 

N a t ~ o n a l  Env~ronmenta l  

was early o n  d e c ~ d e d  that 

lnstltutlon whlch could 

protected area network of 

reserves The  area to  be 

network of parks and 

apex of the  best and most 

RmSEIAU NATIONAL 
PARCS ET RESEIRPE1S 

A N G A P  

never had a federally run 

does  not have one today 

government o f 

were preparing for the first 

A c t ~ o n  Plan (NEAP) ~t 

Madagascar needed a new 

efficiently manage a 

natlonal parks and 

protected wlthin this 

reserves represented the 

unlque of Madagascar 

brodwersity Its economlc and blodlversity 

Importance far exceeded ~ t s  size (less than 2% o f  Madagascar) relatwe to the rest o f  Madagascar's r e m a ~ n l n g  

patches o f  forest and w~lde rness  areas 

Worldwide, national parks are  generally operated by State run ininlstries, w ~ t h  a "nat~onal  parks 

s e r v ~ c e "  Problems w ~ t h  drrect %ate management o f  such resources have become lncreasingly e v ~ d e n t  



Wh~le referr~ng spectfically to developtng comtnes of Latm Amertca and the Cartbbem it 1s generally true 

worldw~de that "lack of financ~al resources has been one of the pr~nctpal ~mped~ments to promotmg 

susta~nable development and envrronmental protectron Wat~onal fundmg has fa~led to prov~de the needed 

financ~al resources for establ~sh~ng and mamtalntng protected areas " (Barzettl 1993 p 159) Problems 

~nclude dtsassociat~on of park revenues from operatnng costs - w ~ t h  revenue return~ng to the nat~onal 

treasury, the 1nab111ty of federal bureaucrac~es to compete effic~ently w t h  the prwate sector leadmg to 

tncreased costs of operation and sometmes lack of professtonal~sm, and the 1nab111ty of park management 

officials to lun~ t  tourlst access to a predeterm~ned carrylng capactty for spec~fic areas vwted The 

conservatton objectwe in these cases has frequently come second to the conimerc~al and poltt~cal tnterests of 

powerful lobby groups 

The Unlted States Parks Serv~ce, the oldest of tts k~nd, created 111 1916, IS under mcreaslng 

pressure to sustain the national parks In tlie~r natural state and in some cases IS 'losmg the battle' (M~tchell 

1994) The 11st of 111s ~mmed~ately remmds one of the problems faced by develop~ng nat~ons around the 

world To take but one example Yellowstone the world's first federally operated nat~onal park created In 

1872, IS in a crtttcal state One reads of "Yellowstone's drlap~dated road system", whose deter~oratmg 

sewage system several years ago "contammated a port~on of the celebrated Yellowstone Rtver" Its rangers 

spend "frlg~d wmters In tra~lers and uninsulated temporary houstng located 111 an area accessible only by 

snowmob~le" (Forstenzer, 1995, pp 38,43,48) It IS currently also threatened by a newly proposed minlng 

concession wl~icli could create "an environmental d~saster wattmg to happen" w ~ t h ~ n  Yellowstone 

S~gn~ficant  populattons of Yellowstone's elk and bison are threatened w ~ t h  extermmatton because of the~r  

threat to peripheral zone cattle (brucellos~s) 

'The Parks Servlce IS In the mldst of a financial cris~s and ' ~ t  1s d~fficult to exaggerate the vast problenls that now 
affect the parks Many meplaceable nat~onal treasures - spectacular natural areas and h~storlc and cultural sltes sheltermg 
some of the country s most profound symbols are bemg threatened or damaged in the absence of funds to protect them 
adequately" (Forstenzer, 1995, p 38) 

The U S Parks Serv~ce IS beg~nnlng to seriously consider changing some of its bas~c approaches to 

park management - includmg v ~ s ~ t o r  fees remamng w~tli park's programs and l~mlttng tourtst access (Ibtd , 

p 57), but great bu~ld-ln res~stance exlsts The Parks Serv~ce, because of long term concessions granted to 

pr~vate sector operators, today observes large profits betng made at the expense of the parks themselves 

These concession mterests have become powerful lobby groups push~ng thetr commerc~al Interests ac the 

expense of protertlon of natural resources owned by the Amerlcan public "And many concesslonalres 

makmg only m~nuscule payments to the federal government take In enormous gross revenues" (Forstenzer 
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Because many of the problems of "federally run nattonal parks serv~ces" arise from 

structural/~nst~tut~onal roots they are very d~fficult to change As observed by USAID Madagascar In 1991 

"Madagascar lacks a coherent ~nstrtut~onal structure for rnanaglng ~ t s  envrronment and the lnst~tutrons that do 
exlst are largely incapable of carryrng out thelr mandates Responslb~l~ty for the envlronment IS fragmented among 
several minlstrles wh~ch all suffer from inadequate fundmg msuficlent numbers and poorly tramed staff at all levels, 
lack of ~nformat~on a li~story of agr~cultural pol~cles wh~ch have worked as dls~ncent~ves to conservatlon and weah 
capaclw for policy analys~s and plannmg Th~s IS part~cularly the case for the Department of Water and Forests 
(DCF) (TRGD USAlD Contract Document 199 1 8) 

Many park servlces of U S A states such as the L rkansas State Parks Servrce have been able to 

avotd some of the more serlous errors of the federal sysicm and are be~ng managed 111 a more effic~ent 

manner ANGAP, and Madagascar 111 general, has been [la the env~able pos~t~on of just startmg off w ~ t h  a 

new system, and the potentla1 to learn from the errors of others Park consultants comlng from the U S A , 

Canada, and elsewhere over recent years have strongly urged ANGAP to avotd some of the practices wli~ch 

are st111 cons~dered "normal" by some III the U S A and other Natlonal Parks programs of other countries 

A federally run "nat~onal parks serv~ce" is not the only ~nst~tut~onal modell a newly formlng 
nat~onal parks ~nstttut~on hke ANGAP m~ght follow Tills IS ev~dent In a growmg number of seml- 
autonomous organlzatlons proudly fillmg t h ~ s  role Perhaps the best and oldest example of thls IS the South 
Afr~can Nat~onal Parhs Board The Kar~soke Research Center In Rwanda was, before the recent c ~ v d  war, 
cons~dered "one of the brightest conservatlon stars In Africa", ~t had become "an autonomous, sc~ent~f ic  
mr111-state wlthm the Rwandan borders" (Salopek, 1995, p 80) I n  the Bahamas, a Nat~onal Trust has 
statutory authortty for parks Nat~onal parks are managed by an NGO, the Conservat~on and Development 
Trust, In ~ama1ca2 The Ph~l~pplnes reportedly are mttatmg a p~lot  act~on of t h ~ s  kmd as well 

"The d~verse array of ~nst~tutlons that are beglnnmg to assume management responsib~l~t~es (of parks) lnclude reg~onal and 
local governments unwersltles prlvate land owners, rural commun~t~es NGOs prwate busmesses and cooperatwesf 
(Barzett~ 1993 p 85) 

The South Afrtcan Nat~onal Parks Board, w ~ t h  ~ t s  network of nat~onal parks, was created by an act 

of Parl~ament In 1976 Parl~ament sanct~ons the appomtmenzt of the board of d~rectors through the des~gnated 

Mmster (currently Mlnrster of Envrronmental Affam and of Tour~sm) The mtn~ster has an overs~ght, non- 

execut~ve, relattonshtp to the Board The recently reconst~tuted Board appotnts the chief execut~ve, who 1s 

d~rectly respons~ble to the board, for the control, management, and mamtenance of national parks Key 

concept the Board retams full and effectwe control or the organ~zatlon, but the management of the 

organlzat~on passes through the Ch~ef  Executwe and hls d~rectors (Nat~onal Parks Act and annexes, 1976) 

The Nat~onal Parks Board network IS reportedly about 80% self-suffictent recelvlng 20% of ~ t s  budget from 

the State, w ~ t h  Krueger Nat~onal Park servlng as the flagshlp of the system The South Afr~can State's 

subs~dy IS not enough for "the board to carry out its nature conservat~on act~v~tles", the balance is generated 
'h 



through "tour~sm-related businesses" (I-lwenga 1993 p 16) While holdmg "conservat~on" as ~ t s  moqt 

~mportant mandate, near self-sufficiency 1s a close second Total self-suffic~ency though potent~all~ 

attainable (Botha, personal coinmuii1cat1on3) is not considered des~rable Parks Board employees do not 

cous~der themselves State emplovees Its hoard of d~rectors by law, clii not be filled by any servliig 

government offic~al (Dr G A Robinson, personal commun~cat~on, November 199414 The Parhs Board 

considers ~t a matter of pr~nc~pal that the State should contribute at least a port~on of the management costs 

~ncurted for the conservat~on of these protected areas on behalf of the public trust 

Madagascar's Nat~onal Associat~on for the Management of Protected Areas (ANGAP) has been 

moving towards some form of the South Afr~can Parhs Board model w ~ t h  ~ t s  current legal status as a not- 

fot-profit pr~vate associat~on managlng national parks and reserves on behalf of the people of Madagascar, 

by delegation of the State Yet major differences will become apparent In ANGAP's approach to the prlvate 

sect01 and local communities In the per~pherial zones of parks 

Untll 1990, all forest lands In Madagascar were managed by the Department of Water and 

Fisher~es (DEF), under the Minister of State for Agriculture and Rural Development Madagascar adopted 

III 1968 the varlous IUCN categories for protected areas However, Malagasy offic~als have always seen 

protected areas as places to "protect", places to "keep people out of '  , to "conserve" Madagascar laws are 

more restrictive than IUCN worldwide guldelmes requlre - in splte of the fact that Madagascar lacks the 

economic abll~ty to protect or conserve these Such laws, once In place, are difficult to change, even though 

often dysfunct~onal The creation of ANGAP by the Government showed iiicreasmg nat~onal resolve to 

protect parks and reserves In a more sustainable manner 

Durmg 1988- 1989 the government of Madagascar, with ~nternat~onal donor support, prepared a 

Nat~onal Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) of three phases of 5 years each (Larson, 1994) The first 

Environmental Program phase (EP-I), started in 1990 Key elements for the strategy included delegatmg to 

those responsible for managlng the protected areas the responsib~llty needed for such management, and 

glving them the means do so An early step taken by donors In 1989, In preparmg EP-I, was to have 

consultants of Louis Berger Internat~onal, w ~ t h  a Malagasy firm (SERDI), study the most appropr~ate legal 

statute for the new organlzat~on to be created which would manage Madagascar's b~odwersity represented 

in the nat~onal parks and reserves C~ted reasons for the need to create such an organizat~on included the 

need for "the development of activit~es linked to tourrsts visitrng parks and reserves (food servlces lodgrng, 

gu~des, various products" (Louis Berger 1989, p 1 )  This center" would need to have "great autonomy 

(from the government) for management (Ib~d 1 )  And agam 

If tourism IS to develop Into something ~rnportant in  a brief perlod of tlme and if one IS to suppose that much of 
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tills tourism wrll be or~eritated towards nature tourrvn then it IS necessary to foresee the need for specrfic new regulat~ons for 
those s~tes where tour~srn has a potentral so as to assure a mawnurn of protection wrthout hrnder~ng operators and tlierr 
cl~ents (Ibrd p 6 )  

The LOUIS Berger study outl~ned 4 major "m~ss~ons" wli~ch such an organization should undertake5, 

and concluded, after evaluat~ng the vartous hnds of legal ent~tles (government department, office, varrous 

for-profit, pr~vate nonprofit organmtlons assoc~at~ons Ibld p 24) that the status of "assocrat~on" was the 

most appropr~ate for accompl~sli~ng tlie t a sk  poposed for susta~nably managlng protected areas Wli~le 

many of the d~rect recommendat~ous of this 1989 studv were not acted upon at the tme, tlie resulting 

organ~zation that was to be created "ANGAP" was an assoc~at~on Inte~est~ngly enougli each of the major 

nirsslon statements of the LOUIS Berger study become part of ANGAP's mlsslon statement In 1995 

The USAID financed SAVEM project had two bas~c strateg~es, or approaches In order to 'establ~sli 

sustamable ~nst~tutlons', support was glven to the Natrond Assocratron for the Management of Protected 

 area^ (ANGAP) created to coot dmate and manage protected areas and the perrpheral zones 6 For the first 

strategy, tlie Trop~cal Research and Development, Inc (TR&D) was awarded tlie USAID SAVEM contract to 

prov~de tlie ~nst~tut~onal support to ANGAP The second strategy wrll test the hy~othe~rs that the local 

populatron wrll alter their behavror j-onz destructron to ~onservation of their environment rf they see a 

relatron~hrp between thew economc and ~ocral well-bang to the conserved area and If they are empowered to 

nlak the right decrsron 7 To ach~eve tlils, SAVEM would "award up to srx Protected Area Development 

Grants (PADG) to local and zr7ternatronal NGOs for nzore lr~nrted locally mrtrated rnterventrons m the 

per ipheral zones adJacent to any of Madagascar s protected areas"(1bld 2)  The PACTIGMU was glven tlie 

USAID SAVEM contract to admmster the grants to the SIX SAVEM ICDP7s, eventually awarded to 5 

Amer~can based mternatlonal NGOs (CARE, CI, WWF, VITA) and one Amer~can univers~ty (Stony Brook), 

wlth a seventh, Isalo, awarded d~rectly to ANGAP In 1996 Elgl~t other ICDPs recelved fundmg from other 

donors (German KFW, Dutch, Nonveglans, UNESCO, WWF, and others) lCDPs were ~ntended to be 

'coordlnated and (eventually) managed' by ANGAP as ~t was recognized that "the ad hoc desrgnation of 

varzou.s international NGOs to manage protected ar e m  could not continue mdefinrtely7', and DEF proposed 

the creation of aflexible agency capable of coordrnatrng NGOs ensuring the rntegratron of conservatron and 

development and eventually replacing for ezgn operators" 

ANGAP was tlie prlmary nat~onal lnst~tut~on bemg budt wrthm the USAID SAVEM project durmg 

EP-1 As the ~nstltut~on d~rectly mandated to "coordmate" Madagascar ICDPs and protected area 

programs ~t also became the logrcal home for a program-ude monltormg and mformat~on system 

Tllroughout EP-I TR&D 117s been the prrmary contractor respons~ble for ANGAP's rnst~tut~onal 
Vh 
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development, w ~ t h  most current ANGAP ccntral staff pard for and tra~ned, and equ~pped, at one stage or 

another, through USAlD funds cliantielcd through TRRD The collaborat~on between TR&D and ANGAP 

was a very close one ~ndeed to extent 111; man, outs~de of ANGAP were not even aware of the TR&D 

connection 

In ~ t s  first years, ANGAP was given "coordination" responslb~l~ty for a system of 39 des~gnated 

nat~onal parks str~ct natural reserves spec~nl reserves - w~thout any d~rect field management or d~rect 

control of the operating funds w ~ t h  wh~cli "operators" were to manage these protected areas8 (cf Table 1 

below) Also ~ncluded was one World Heritage a te  (Tsziig: of Bemaraha) These 39 protected areas 

represented only a fract~on of the total forest resources of the country found under the dlrect management of 

the Department of Water & Forests (DEF) Up to this point, no planner (government or fore~gn) had 

addressed the need for an actual nat~onal parks swtem It was assumed that ~nternatlonal NGO "operators" 

would be able to manage the protected areas, under some kmd of "coordmat~on role" from ANGAP 

As part of Madagascar's nat~onal pol~cy for the gradual d~sengagement of the State and glvlng 

greater respons~b~l~ty  to the prwate sector ANGAP received the statute of an "assoc~at~on" (Ordonnance 

#60-133, 1960), a statutory body delegated by the State to manage parks and reserves "In the publ~c 
- 

~nterest", and for puttlng Into place the State's pollcy for the management of b~odwers~ty and into operatlon 

a strategy for the conservat~on and development of protected areas ANGAP can generate revenue for ~ t s  

operat~onal expenses, but cannot d~str~bute profits to ~ t s  md~v~dual members The hghest author~ty of tills 

assoc~at~on 1s the National Assembly, followed by ~ t s  Admln~stratwe Councrl or Board, and then the 

D~rector Genera1 of ANGAP The found~ng member organ~zatlons, who send a representatwe to s ~ t  on the 

present Board, represent a balance between the publ~c and prwate sectors These ~nclude representatlves 

from seven government mln~str~es concerned w ~ t h  envlronmental Issues, and SIX representat~ves from 

nat~onal  and international NGOs 

Accordmg to Art~cle 2 of ~ t s  statutes, ANGAP enjoys "adm~n~stratwe and financ~al autonomy" from 

the State ANGAP, under the Environmental Program leg~slat~on and through delegat~on by the Malagasy 

State, has as ~ t s  mlsslon the coordmat~on and execution of the government s p o l ~ c ~ e s  concernmg the 

"protected areas" For Phase 1 (1991-1996), the strategy ~ n ~ t ~ a l l y  was for ANGAP to delegate 

~mplementat~on respons~brl~ty of Integrated Consenmt~on and Development Project (ICDP) field prograins 

to various NGO operators (WWF, CI, CARE VITA, etc ) This led for example, to the World W ~ d e  Fund 

be~ng named as "princ~pal operator" for the Amber Mountatn complex, supported by the development 

operator CARE International 

Tr 



Major themes developed for ICDP protected area programs stressed the need for conservat~on and 

development to be I~nl~ed through ICDP projects for peripheral zone populat~ons to be closely ~rnpl~cared 

111 the process of protectrng these nat~onal treasures W~thout tlie~r economlc interests l~riked to the 

preservat~on of theye protected areas, ~t IS d~fficult to foresee sustamable conservatlon tak~ng place T h ~ s  

was to be "development for conservatlon" The USAID funded SAVEM project was spec~fically seen as an 

experment to learn how best to develop the ICDP concept 111 Madagascar, tncludmg hypothes~s testmg of 

development-conservat~on linkages, tlius just~fymg some of the costs lnvolved 

2 0 ANGAP Ins t~ tu t~ona l  Development M~lestones 

At the eve of the next 5 year phase of the Env~ronmental Program (EP-2, 1997-2001), ~t 1s useful to 
consrder the dramat~c evolut~on of ANGAP ~ n t o  what 1s today bemg cons~dered by many an emerglng center 
of eucellence and ~nnovat~on for the envronmental program overall Some of the mdestones leadmg to t h ~ s  
development m~ght  be noted 

2 1 Major Donor and Government of Madagascar Support 

A major GOM reform led to the creat~on of ANGAP on June 18 1990 The "G" (gestran)10 In the - 
name ANGAP already suggests that ~ t s  creators antwpated a management role for the new ~ns t~ tu t~on  - not 

s~mply "coordmation" The prlnc~pal purpose of ANGAP, as c~ted In Madagascar's slgned agreement w ~ t h  

the World Bank May 1, 1990 (Cred~t # 2125) MAG), was to "execute parts Al, A2, A4, and A6 of the 

Env~ronmental Program "(1990, p 6) Art~cle A1 of thls agreement states that ANGAP IS 

to establ~sh and equlp a network of about 50 protected areas lncludlng the construction and renovation of small 
rnfrastructure coordlnatron of the development actrvltles In the per~pheral zones and tramng lncludmg tramng outs~de the 
country for ANGAP personnel (IBID , p 14) "ANGAP IS charged to coordlnate the lmplementat~on of art~cles Al ,  A2 A4, 
and A6 of the project" (Ibrd p 20) ANGAP will chose nat~onal or mternat~onal operators w~th  whom ~t w~l l  slgn contracts to 
establrsh detalled conservatlon plans and rnfrastructure development w~thrn protected areas and to Implement these ' (Ib~d p 
21) 

2 2 ANGAP recelves Author~ty over Investments, Income, Operatmg Costs, Parks Infrastructure 

December 4, 1991, an ~nter-m~n~ster~al  decree (#91 593) was announced rn wh~cli a number of key 

prov~slons were glven to ANGAP by the State The last paragraph of Art~cle 1 states, 

the r~ghts (park entrance fees) to vrs~t the Integrated Natural Reserves the Nat~onal Parks the Spec~al Reserves and the 
florld Her~tage S ~ t e  and the rovalttes generated from the rnanaqement (gaetfron) of the protected areas w~ll  be held and 
managed (gerfron) by ANG 1. 



T h ~ s  1s the first tune that any Madagascar government decree has spec~fically stated ANGAP's duttes in 

terms of "management of protected areas", as opposed to "coordmat~on" 

Art~cle 6 states that "ANGAP manages (ge~tron) d~rectly its own Investments and opcrat~onal cost3 

and assures the monltorlng of the d~rect allocations of donor fund~ng to field operators " A r t ~ ~ l e  7 dewnbcs 

four areas of financ~al resources to support ANGAP's program ( I )  contribut~ons of the State, (2) 

contr  buti ions of donors (3) protected area entrance fees and royalties generated b j  the management of the 

protected areas, and (4) varlous other dwerse recelpts result~ng from other ANGAP a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  (membership 

fees, lnteiest of banhed depos~ts, etc ) Art~cle 12 states that "all ~nfrastructure and build~ngs ex~stlng 

w ~ t h ~ n  the protected areas w ~ l l  be progresswely, and In any case before the end of the PE-1 ( ~ e  19961, 

managed (ges tzo~~)  by ANGAP Such ~nfrastructure can be given by ANGAP for use by field operato~s 

w ~ t h ~ n  the contelt of establ~shed procedures of control" 

The Issue of onnersh~p of tourist infrastruclurt was inuch debated during 1995 between ANGAP 

and ~ t s  donors (USAID & World Bank 111 part~cular) Profess~onal consultants recommended that such 

~nfrastructure should not be managed by a government mmstry parastatals are essent~ally no d~fferent "All 

too often governments feel compelled to provide fot lodging and occas~onally restaurants Wlth the 
- 

posstble ewept~on of facilit~es w ~ t h ~ n  parks, most government-owned and operated facdit~es are money 

losers prov~dmg second rate servlce, and should be avolded" (Rutherford, 1995, p 58) In terms of tour~st 

~nfrastructure, ANGAP was considered b j  USAID and World Bank as "more government" than pnvate, 

therefore subject to the observat~ons above 

ANGAP IS 111 the process of obta~nmg and controll~ng servlce zones" rn or near parks In w111ch 

speclal areas may be designated as construction sites for tourrst infrastructure (eg lodges) bu~l t  and 

managed by the pr~vate sector under str~ct concesslon agreements Greater profits could be reallzed by 

ANGAP should a donor chose to gwe funds to construct such ~nfrastructure, but condit~ons would have to 

state that ~t would be managed by the private sector (Dav~es, 1996) 

The coiiservat~on objective of Madagascar national parks and reserves w ~ l l  ult~mately not be 

attarned unless a srgn~ficant share of operat~ng costs can be secured through susta~nable sources of finauc~al 

support By improvrng the quahty and quantlty of the experience park visltors will have, ANGAP will be 

able to s~gn~ficantly Increase its resource3 through entrance fees concesslon fees, prov~d~ng ~n-park serwces 

and paylng c ~ r c u ~ t s  A trust fund w~th  off-shore Investment poss~b~lrt~es 1s also bemg explored 



2 3 Var~ou\ Protected Area? Transferred to ANGAP Management 
By Apiil 1992, all national parks, integrated natural reserves and specla1 reserves had been 

transfe~red for ANGAP s total coord~nation (total of 39) In 1996 this nuinber lias reached 44 protected 
areas with SP. under d~rect management control (cf Map 1 62 Table I) 

2 4 Clar~ficat~on of Roles Between ANGAP and DEF 

November 3 1992, tlie M~nistry of State for Agr~culture and Rural Development fornially 

delegated to ANGAP the authorrty for the "coord~nat~on" ot nat~onal parhs s p e c d  reserves, and integrated 

specla1 reserves These parks and reserves were prev~ously under the d~rect managen~ent control of the 

M~nistry s Department of Water and rorests (DEF) The DEF would coiitmue to manage forest piotected 

resources other than the parhs and reserves It would continue to be respons~ble for the creation of new 

protected areas, but would do so wltli the d~rect  ass~stance of ANGAP 

A problem rerna~ned In that only tlie DEF has sanctrona authority for nifract~ons w ~ t l i ~ n  tlie protected 

areas Field experience has shown that without enforcement power, it IS almost irnposs~ble to manage these 

protected areas - and ex~sting DEF enforcement does not work very well In  November, 1996, as part of the 

GOM and donor agreements In Pans for EP-2, ANGAP will be permitted to become involved in some levels 

of direct enforcement - yet to be determtned Furthermore ANGAP w ~ l l  no longer be "under" the DEF or 

~ t s  Min~stry in any way Overs~ght of ANGAP has been transferred to the Mmstry of the Env~ronment 

Such oversight does not extend to any involvement m executive functrons or lrnplernentat~on 

2 5 System-wlde Mon~tor~ng and Evaluat~on System Establ~shed 

By early 1994 d system-w~de soclo-economlc and ecolog~cal monitormg system had been 
establ~slied, w~tli Input of field operators, to assess program development and impact over the coming years 
(Swanson 1994) 

The evperlence with these conservation and development projects including systematic data gathering monitoring and 
evaluat~on will determme the success of (Madagascar's) Nat~onal Environmental Act~on Plan (NEAP) activities In improving 
hnowledge of the underlymg causes of key environmental problems" (Larson 1994 684) 

Ind~cators of d~fferent kmds have been developed to assess ~nst~tut~onal progress/processes at both 

central and field levels Base h e  spatral data sets and procedures were recommended for program planning 

and management purposes A system for assessing lmpact of priority ICDP activities on program objectives 

among a sample of households was ~mplemented T h e e  socio-economrc ~mpact studies have been the 

slowest to be implemented In the program Implementing the system-w~de mon~toring program lias been 

compl~cated and slowed down by the fact that ANGAP has had no d~rect leverage over field NGO operator 

grantees in puttmg this system ~ n t o  place Whle  many of the institutional process indicators have begun to 



TABLE 1 (HA) OF PROTECTED AREAS 

- 
ANGAP Central (Parks netr\orL below) 
hATIOh4L P i R k S  
Montagne d Ambre (PNI) , A I 
I s ~ l o  (PN2) A 11 
Mananara Nord / Nos) Antlfana Bl 3 
Mantadla A 6 
Ranonlafana A 4  
Masoala A 3 
Zomb~tseNoh~basla B14  
Bale de Balv C 7 
Mtdong) du Sud B2 10 

STRICT X \TC R \ L  RESERI E + 
I sing\ dc B ~ m u d n  (IW1 9) 6 A 9 
Andohahela (RNI 1 I) * A 7  
Zahamena (RNI 3) * B1 7 
Ankarafants~ha (RNI 7) * A 8  
MUOJ~J\ ( m 1  12) 81 6 
Tsaratanma (RNI 4) 82 2 
Tslmanampetsotsa (RNI 10) B2 4 
Anarn~g~tra (RNi ,) * BI 

Antnnanarivo 

Antslranana 
rlanarantsoa 
Toamasina 
Toamasma 

F~anarantsoa 
Toamasma 

Toliara 
Mahajanga 

F~anarantsoa 
Tolma 

Mlh?janga 1927 (Dc 1966) 
Toal~ara 1927 (Dc 1966) 

Toamasma 1927 (Dc 1966) 
Mahajanga 1927 (Dc 1966) 
Antsxanana 19s2 (Dc 1966) 
Ants~ranana 1927 (Dc 1966) 

Tollara 1927 (Dc 1966) 
Fnnvmtso? 1927 (Dc 1966) 

ARI A (Ila) 
1989 Ilnu l~nc  

5011rce2 

December 
I906 

AlthA (1111)3 
\OlIlt< 1 
(Jan 96) 

SIG I ANGAP 
SIG / ANGAP 
SIG / COFFOR 
SIG / ANGAP 
SIG / ANGAP 
SIG / ANGAP 
SIG I ANGAP 
SIG 1 ANGAP 
SIG I ANGAP 
SIG 1 ANGAP 

SIG / COETOR 
SIG / ANGAP 
SIG I ANGAP 
SIG I COEFOR 
SIG / COEFOR 
SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG I COETOR 
SIG I COEFOR 

WWF 
ANGAP 

UNESCO 
VITA 

Stony Brook 
CARE 
WWF 

I'ltIhC II'AI 
OI'EIWTOH 

Trop~cal Research 
& Development Inc 

AN( AP 
Partners4 

S A F / F J W F M T  
Tefy SainaCornel 

WCSrrPT 
Peace Corps 

USAID / B 
USAID 1 WB 
Dutch Got 

USAID 
USAID 
USAID 
Noma)  

UNtSCO 
WWF 

CI 
C1 

WWF 
ORGASYS 

BemaraVSF 
FAFAFI PCVs 

GF 4 

FACM B 
USAID 
USAID 

h F U M B  
b F U  
U B  

1 ANGAP has dlvlded all protected areas lnto three classes for management purposes Category A B and C parks or reserves Category 31 parks are current11 be1-7 
managed by ANGAP Category 8-2 by others Category parks or reserves are those wlth slgnlflcant human pressures upon them needlng strong protection measures 
as well as hlgh ecotourlsm potentlal they are top prlorlty for development In thls sense for ANGAP category B reserves are under slgnlflcant pressure from human 
populations and therefore need strong conservation measures category C reserves are nelther under slgnlflcant human pressures on blodlversrty nor do the, ha e 
tourlsm potentlal to date (access) Both category A and B parks have been prlorltles for ICDP programs, and strong partnerships wlth development orientated 
lnstltutlons wlll contlnue wlth ANGAP durlng EP-2 
2 Madagascar Revue de la Conservatlon et des Alres Protegees, Nlcoll et Langrande 1989 8-9 Nlcole and Langrande actually publ~shed this year that there &ere 
1,045,865 ha protected but thls dld not take Into account three new protected areas created that year Mananara-nord, Mantadla and Ranomafana Addlng t ese 
three r e  get the flgure 1 120 472 ANGAP uses these offlclal flgures In most of ~ t s  publlcatlons 
3 December, 1996 areas are taken from georeferenced data (SIG / DEF / COEFOR and SIG / ANGAP) They are not the offlclal data lndlcated In legal texts arl 
used as 1989 basellne These georeferenced ANGAP DIVB GIs data are permanently updated as new data become available or new changes take place (re-dellmltatlo? 
addltlons, etc ) These flgures are considered more accurate than the exlstlng offlclal data 
4 Acronyms PCV= Peace Corps Volunteers BTM = Bureau de Travall Internatlonal FID = Fonds dlInterventlon de Develoument FAFAFI = local NGO for d e ~ e l o ~ ~ e ? +  

1 JWF 

WWF = world Wlde Fund WCS World Conservatlon Soclety CI= Conservatlon Internatlonal WB = World Bank KFW = ~erman versron of USAID FAC = Fonds d Alde et de 
Cooperation (France) GFA= Gesselschaft Fur Agrarprolekt (German project) SAF = local NGO In development SAFAFI = Department for De~el~pment Agrlculture 5 
Livestock DEF = Department des Eux et Foret SIG= Geographic Information Systems EP-2 = Environmental Program 2 (1997-2002) VSF = Veterlnalres Sans 
Frontleres FJbM = Protestant local development NGO 

h F b  

5 Flve new natlonal parks are before the DEE and the Natlonal Parliament waltlng for offlclal decrees openlng them For thls reason the areas of these parks 
are not yet Included In offlclal parks areas 

6 These strlct qatural resertes are In process of belng reclasslfled m t o  natlonal parks the texts for thls change are before the natlonal parliament Other 
reserves are also In process of belng declasslfred Into natlonal parks 



T m g v  de Namoroha (RNI 8) 8 2  3 
Betampona (RNI 1) B1 10 
Lohobe (RNI 6) +NO$\ Tan~Aelv * A 10 
TOTAL 

SPEC14L RESER\ ES 
Arnbato~ ah C 6 
hlarotandrano B2 8 
hlanongarn o B2 2 
Analamera B2 1 
Anjanaharrbe Sud B1 6 
Lalarnbatr~tra 8 2  7 
Arnboh~janahan C 8 
k a s y  C 2 
411ha~a11a 4 2 
TampoAetsa d Analanl~itso C 1 
hlangern ola C I 
Bernarn o C-l 
Maningoza C 3 
Andranomrna BI  9 
Ambohitantel~ 8 2  6 
Manombo B1 1 
Foret d Ambre 4 1 
Bora 0 2  9 
PIC d Ivoh~be Bl s 
Cap Samte hlarie 81 8 
Andasrbe (Analamanotra) A 9 

Beza Mahafah B12 
Nosy Mangabe A 3 
TOTAL 
GRAND TOTAL 

Mahajanga 
Toamasina 
Ants~ranana 

Toarnasina 
Mallajanga 
Antsmnana 
Antsiranana 
4ntscranana 
F~anarantsoa 
Mahajanga 
Mahajanga 
Antstrznvn 
Mahajanga 
Toamasmn 
Mahajanga 
Ants~ranana 

Tol~ara 
Antananartvo 
Fianarantsoa 
Ants~ranana 
Mahajanga 

F~anarantsoa 
Toliara 

Toamasma 
Toliara 

Toamasina 

1927 (Dc 1966) 
1927 (Dc 1966) 
1927 (Dc 1966) 

SIG I COEFOR 
SIG I COEFOR 
SIC I COEFOR 

SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG / ANGAP 
SIG I COEFOR 
SIG I COEFOR 
SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG I COErOR 
SlG I ANGAP 
SIG / COEFOR 
SIG / COEFOR 
SIC 1 COEFOR 
SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG 1 ANGAP 
SIG I ANGAP 
SIG 1 ANGAP 
SIG I COEFOR 
SIG I COEFOR 
SIC 1 COEFOR 
SIG I COEFOR 
SIG 1 COEFOR 
SIG 1 ANGAP 

ANGAP 
AN GAP 

ORGASYS 
WLVF 
I+ WF 

ANGAP 
SOFRECO 

ANGAP 
WWF 

WWF 
ANGAP 

VITA 
WWF 
CARE 

SAT 
Peace Corps 

GFA 

Peace Corps 

Peace CorpsISAF 
ESSA 
WCS 

Brit Church 
I\ B 



bc icpoited 11 was not until the end of 1995 that spatla1 data sets and houwhold lcvcl survcF5 were i n  p l x c  

for impact study baselines Ach~even~ent of t h ~ s  has requrred operators lo asslgn specific ficld \taff to 

dlrectly interact w ~ t h  the relevant ANGAP DlVB technical support d~vrs~on 

By the end of 1994 ANGAP's DlVB tnfonnation department had begun to play an increasingly 

actlve role 111 en\ ~ronmental information management - establ~sh~ng an open, partmpatory approach wrth all 

~nterested partners By 1996 this ~nfor~n?tton system \iith its spattal data sets, had becomc the best and 

most accesstble ~nformation sy~tein on biodlversity and the envuonment lu Madagascar It has helped to 

ptovide the ~nformat~on needed for priorttl7at1on of future ?pplied b~od~verslty research (eg Map 2 P~ioiity 

Zones fol Conservation Acttvlt~es and Research) and 17  playing a key role 111 assisting national and 

internat~onal ~nst~tutlons ~n data analysts for the next phase of the env~ronmental act~on plan T h ~ s  ANGAP 

department has also assisting field ICDP programs put into place, through traintng and technical guidance, 

the spatial data sets needed for the spatlal impact monitorrng of the M&E system Spatial monitoring base 

Ilue data now extst for protected areas then peripheral zones, and for three or four target zones (eg Map 3 

Ranotnafana Natronal Park) These data are In place for the s ~ u  principal parks, wlth act~v~ties In progress 

to expand thts to the entlre network of parks and reserves Results of thls monitoring has already shown the 

dramat~c loss in biodlversity over the past decades - partrcularly 111 the peripheral zones of protected areas 

(cf Map 4 Vegetative Cover Evoiutron, Target Zone Vol~bazaha) Low-cost vldeographic aer~al 

photography is being used to update iinpact studies on targeted zones both within parks and reserves and 

their peripheral zones 

This monitoring information system, the increasmgly significant data bases linked to ~ t ,  and the 
tramed central and (future) field level staff could be one the most Important contrlbut~ons ANGAP w~l l  
provide to reg~onal partners of the EP-2 reg~onal program approach over the next five years A word of 
caution however Possessing a detailed and impressive mformat~on system has nothing to do with the 
wisdom, ab~lity, and common sense needed to use or apply it for constructive purposes Common sense 1s 
not at all common and the ab~lity to wlsely d~scern what 1s important and what IS not, is rare 

2 6 Long Term Vlsion Documented 

A serles of workshops and mternal strateg~c meetmgs led in October 1994 to a "Long Term Vision 
for the Protected Areas Program" (Hagen, 1994), In whlch ANGAP s evolut~on towards a national park 
program was outlined The October I994 Madagascar Lnvlronmental Action Program Steering Committee 
annual meeting made the recomrnendatlon to clarify ANGAP s role in terms of management of protected 
areas They recommended 

the retnforcement of ANGAP s mandate towards bemg made totally responsible for the management of protected 
areas In such a way as to perm~t tt to apply e~ther  ind~rectly through an operator or drrectly (~tself) a (park) management plan 
and the management of each protected area (COS Reoort No I October 1994 p 10) Related to t h ~ s  was the 
recomrnendatlon for the progreswe transfer of operat~onal management of development actlvlttes In the peripheral zones by 
~nlematronal NGOs towwds n a t ~ o ~ ~ a l  NGOs' (Ibld p 10) 
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2 7 S j ~ t c e l  rnd Parks Lcvcl Tcchn~cal Ass~stance Begin$ 
I 

ANGAP began to receive ~ t s  tirst profess~onal park s service staff  upp port In November and 

December 1994, and agaln 111 February and March 1995 through TRRD (Antome Cloutier of Quebec Parks 

Canada Jay M~ller of State Parks Serv~ce of Arkansas lame$ McGreggor ecotourwn of Canada and Dr 

G A Robmon, Execut~ve Director, Nat~onal Parks Board of South Afr~ca) ln~t~al ly  they helped to 

evaluate ANGAP and the protected area s accompl~shment~ towatds development of p a ~ h  management 

plans 111 at least the p r~or~ ty  parks (Andas~be Isalo Amber Mounta~nIAnkarana, Ranomafana) Steps were 

outlmed that would be needed to be followed for ANGAP to move towards assummg a role as Madagascar's 

nat~onal parks service ANGAPfs ~nst~tut~onal structure was rewewed and a new organigram proposed 

These consultants worked closely w ~ t h  each of the pr~or~ty  park operators III t h ~ s  effort Mr Grenfel of 

Ranomafana Nat~onal Park, w ~ t h  team asslstance, led in prov~dmg ANGAP with an ~llustrat~ve table of 

contents of what a park management plan should ~nclude Completed durmg 1995, the Ranomafana Natlonal 

Park Management Plan has become a key reference document for establ~shment of nat~onal park and 

reserve management plans throughout the system Long term parks techn~cal asslstance began w ~ t h  the 

arrwal In January 1996 of Mr Roger Coll~nson, w~tli long experlence In parks programs In South Afr~ca 

2 8 ANGAP Begins Dlrect Management of Three Protected Areas (Januarv 1995) 

W ~ t h  World Bank fundmg ~ n ~ t ~ a l l y ,  ANGAP began In 1995 to d~rectly manage three protected areas 

Two of these are small (Lokobe, Manombo), one large (Isalo Nat~onal Park) In early 1996, Isalo became 

the 7th protected area supported by the USAID funded SAVEM project, through receipt of a grant of about 

$250 000 T h ~ s  was supplemented by another $400,000 from the World Bank In tills case, ANGAP rs the 

pr~ncipal operator supported by interested partners (South Afr~ca Nat~onal Parks Board, Landel M~lls,  Peace 

Corps, ANAE) An ANGAP feas~bil~ty study, based on planned ac twt~es  and revenue generat~on, suggests 

that Isalo Nat~onal Park could be financ~ally sustainable by 1998 If realized, Isalo would be the first 

protected area to begm generating revenue for the rest of the park network Thrs 1s the formula des~red by 

ANGAP for nelt  phase donor fundmg, so experlence gamed here wdl be cr~tical 

2 9 South Afr~ca's Nat~onal Parks Board ANGAP's first S~ster Parks System 

At the ~nv~tation of the South Afrlca Nat~onal Parks Board, the ANGAP Director General and 

ANGAP's TR&D pr~nc~pal technical advlsor, In April 1995, vwted seven South Afr~can nat~onal parks, 

d~scusslng w ~ y s  to collaborate and galn from the profess~onal~sm developed In South Africa In the area of 

"parks management" The quality of servlces prov~ded by the Fouth African Nat~onal Parks Board, and the 



professtonal~sm ev~dent among eniployces met 111 the varlow natlonal parhs vls~ted was sol~d confirmat~on 

of the Park Board's standards of excellence and ded~cat~on to the conservatlon objectwe descr~bed rn tlie~r 

own m ~ s s ~ o n  statement Here sustamabil~ty has been a watchword for many years conservatlon must help 

"pay for ~tse l f '  

ANGAP s Board of Dwectors agreed, in April 1995, to formally pursue a sister nat~onal parks 

system relationship w ~ t h  South Afr~ca's Nat~onnl Parks Board, whereby both inst~tutlons identlfied areas of 

benefits to then- respectwe programs ANGAP believes Itself privileged to have establ~shed t h ~ s  s~ster parhs- 

system relat~onsh~p w ~ t h  a neighbor so willing to be of help We belleve South Afr~ca wdl become an 

important partner In the years to come glven rts geographic location and the growlng mterest of South 

Afl !can tourlsts In t h ~ s  country 

The South Afr~can Parks Board and ANGAP 111 1995 and 1996 were very actlve 111 puttmg 

substance to tlie new "s~ster parks system" relationship, as ev~denced through the mtlat~on of an Intenswe 

support program from tlie Parks Board to ANGAP and ~ t s  parks and reserves Dur~ng thls tlme technical 

support was recewed from Dr G A Rob~nson, Executive D~rector of the South Afr~can Nat~onal Parks 

Board, Dr Anthony Hall-Mart~n, d~rector of research and development, Mr Herman Botha, d~rector of 
- 

admlnlstrat~on, and Mr Klas~e Havenga, dlrector of finance Seven ANGAP Tana staff and ten field park 

managers have also recewed tralnlng of between 2-12 weeks 111 varlous park programs 111 South Africa 

durlng tlxs t ~ m e  

2 10 Park Entrance Fees 

ANGAP has over tlie past couple years hesrtated to act to mod~fy park entrance fees In place at the 

t m e  it took over management of the parks and reserves It was not certarn of its perrogatwes In t h ~ s  area 

T h ~ s  became a real Issue during 1994 when the Malagasy franc lost more than half its value aga~nst forelgn 

currencies - reduc~ng drast~cally the revenue collected by tourlst visitors, fees for filmmg In the parks, and 

research fees A legal study completed In July by Orgasys confirmed that ANGAP not only has always had 

the prlvllege but also the duty to manage fees structures This is part of the~r  delegated dut~es of managing 

the parks and reserves 

ANGAP has both the nght and duty to fix vanable entrance fees wrth cons~derat~on of the real value of each 
protected area rn order to acqurre the fundmg needed to asslst In the financ~al sustamablllty of protectmg these natural 
resources A NGAP must also occupy Itself u ~ t h  real~z~nb the financ~al benefits from filmrng and research fees 
(Orgasys 1995 p 22 2 3 )  



In y ~ l t e  of tills legal advice when a new fee structure uas  placed bctore ANGAP s board ~ t s  

cha~rrnan (D~rector of DEF from wli~ch ANGAP was delegated 11s autlior~ty over parhs) declared that no one 

but the DEF could rewse fees And so the s~tuation reonam This has brought mto re11et an area needmg 

greater attention clear power delegat~on to ANGAP of a number of essential management tools 

Settmg of park entrance fees IS also seen as a management tool to restrict access to fragde 

ecosystems by e~ther rawng the cost of entrance or establ~shrng a resc~vatron system Determ~n~ng the 

cwrylng capac~ty of d~fferent sites w~tliln pa rk  and reserves 1s a h s t  step In niovrng towards such a 

management system 

On May 8, 1996, a government decree (#96-366) finally came out which In non-ambiguous terms 
gave ANGAP the nglit to both manage and set park entrance fees as ~t sees fit The key a r t d e  # 1 reads 

Entrance fees for vislting strict natural reserves rhe nat~onal parhs the specla1 reserves and the world 
heritage protected areas and the royalties generated by the management of these protected areas w ~ l l  be fixed 
collected and managed by the Natlonal Assoc~at~on for the Mmagement of Protected Areas (ANGAP) " 

Follow~ng ANGAP's Board meetmg on August 12, 1996 the Board, through ~ t s  Pres~dent, also the 
Mmster of the Env~ronment, officially conimun~cated rnod~fied park entrance fees for the protected area 
program effectrve September 1, 1997, permlttlng prlvale sector partners to prepare for t h ~ s  change In thew 
marhetmg strateg~es (ANGAP Dec~slon #038 October 14, 1995) New fees for researchers, royalt~es, and 
profess~onal film~ng become effectwe January 1,  1997 Major changes are summarlzed below 



Adults 
Cxpatr~ate non rcs~dent" 
Cxpatr~ate res~dent 
Malagasy 
Cxpatr~ate researchers 
Other researchers 
Non-ANGAP gu~des 
Profess~onal F~Irnmg per s~te'' 
R~ght to F~hn (Profcss~onal) 
(Note 1989 1530 f~ng = $1 00 

S ~ ~ l c e  1989 Ncw 
20 000 50 000 
15 000 35 000 
1 000 2 500 
50 000 125 000 
50 000 125 000 

2 500 
500 000 
negotlatc. 

October 1996 4 100 fnlg = $1 00 Sotlrce BMOl Tan?) 

Research fees ale good for per~ods ot 3 months Malagasy resea~cliers w~thout outs~de fund~ng but wo~hmg 

In partnerslup wlth ANGAP on themes of common interest enatel w~thout cost Wlide there are mlnlniuni 

charges tor clddren (2,500 fmg for elpatnates, 250 fing for nat~onals), these fees are wa~ved when part of 

ANGAP sponsored programs In envlronmental educat~on called "classe verte ' 

3 0 Current S~tuat~on and Plans 

3 1 ANGAP's Mtss~on Statement 
The need for the developnent of a clear statement of mlsslon - wli~ch should be w~dely 

commun~cated and act~vely acted upon became ~ncreasmgly evldent last year In ~ t s  1995 strateg~c plann~ng 
workshop, September 3-10 where strategy was la~d out for ANGAP1s EP-2 program proposal a clear 
mlsslon statement was developed for the first t m e  ANGAP1s mission 1s 

"To establrsh conserve and manage m a sustanaable manner a netwol X of Natzonal Pa~ks  and 
Reserves 1 epresentatrve of the b~ologzcal dzverslty and the natu~al envrro~n~ent unrque to Madagascar 
These Protected Area3 source of natzonal pl rde for both pr esent andfiture generatrons should be places of 
preservatron, educatzon recreation and contrzbute to the development of perzpheral zone conmunztzes and 
lo I egronal and natzonal econonzzes " 

Hav~ng developed t h ~ s  mlsslon statement, ANGAP senior staff proceeded to analyze the different 

funct~ons that the parks system would need to carry out t h s  lnlsslon These funct~ons led to outlln~ng 

p r~or~ ty  a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  wluch would need to be mt~ated and sustamed by the program, and the nature of the 

organ~zat~onal structure (funct~onal organlgram) that would be needed to ~mplement t h ~ s  EP-2 donors and 

the Madagascar government found ANGAP's vrslon of the future coherent On September 16-20, 1996 a 

revlew In Par~s of the second five year phase of the Madagascar env~ronmental actlon plan (NEAP), 

between the Malagasy government and mult~lateral and bdateral donors confirmed t h ~ s  vlsion w~th  promlses 

of full fundmg for the program proposed by ANGAP The GOM has also made ~ t s  comm~tment to prov~de 

the leg~slat~ve po l~c~es  needed to move the program forwdra - offic~ally recognmng, for the first tme,  a 

"private" ~nstltut~on managing ~ t s  parks and reserves 
\ 



3 2 Ncw Organ~zat~onal St1 ucturc for ANGAP 

ANGAP has been revlewrng its organ~zational w-ucture over the past year and has rnternally gone 

through several velsrons of a new organlgrani dur~ng this period wlth new funct~ons and redefined 

departments more III Irne with its function as a natlonal park ~nstltution The orgamgrain below represents 

the most Hecent results of thrs long term review e n d q  w~th dlrect Input by Mr Botha Parhs Board 

D~rector of Admrnlstrat~on and following ANGAP's strategic plsnnlng worhshop of September 1995 T h ~ s  

has been officlaliy put forth by ANGAP in ~ t s  proglam plan document for PC-2 Internally ANGAP is 

already pos~tloning ~tself along these lmes 

A number of speclal features of t h ~ s  organglam should be pomted out 

(1) It is ~ntended to lead to as flat an orgamzatlon as posslble - w ~ t h  a great deal of delegatloll of 
authorrty to the Natlonal Parh and Reserve park d~rectors (park managers) 
(2) The D~rector General of ANGAP wlll have primary responslb~lity for leadrng the organlzatlon and 
III outward contacts w~tli the Malagasy general publ~c and pollt~cal world, w ~ t h  donors 
(3) There w ~ l l  be two operat~onal l~ne  dlvls~ons one for park conservation & management the other 
for tourlsrn development and marketing The d~rectors of both of these d~v~s ions  wlll be field or~entated and 
have as prlnclpal functions to support and gulde the field park d~rectors Expatriate profess~onal parks and 
tourism advlsors have been recommended for both lme d~vls~ons  at the central level The department for 
conservat~on inanagement wlll hold hierarchy authority over park d~rectors and be concerned w ~ t h  all areas 
outs~de the tour~st servlce zones of parhs and reserves The department of tourism will have a functional 
technrcal guidance role of all tourist servlces provrded w ~ t h ~ n  the service zones of protected areas Other 
ANGAP Antananar~vo departments are to become servlce and support or~entated for the field parks and 
reserves and w ~ l l  not hold li~eraichy authority over park directors 
(4) The development coordinator for each nat~onal park and reserve would be a permanent, senlor 
pos~tlon, to coordmate park act~vitles as they touch or are influenced by the peripheral zone T h ~ s  person 
would deal dlrectly wlth per~plieral zone vdlage committees and development NGOs and others worh~ng in 
the area and would be the pr~nc~pal condult of ~nformatron/support between parh and peripheral zone 
populations T h ~ s  person would handle parh entrance fee d~st r~but~on for micro-project Environmental 
educat~on and ecotourlsm developnlent would be dutles attached to the field ecotourlsm u n ~ t  

3 3 ANGAP's Future Inst~tut~onal Role 

For ANGAP to fulfill ~ t s  role as a nat~onal parks and reserves instltut~on, ~ t s  lnstltutronal role w ~ t h ~ n  

Madagascar  nus st be more clearly defined and understood at the hlghest levels of government w~thm the 

country ANGAP 1s not a government c~vil service department or agency It IS a prlvate assoclatron wh~ch 

has been delegated, on behalf of the State, to mitlally coordrnate, and one could argue even 1nanagel3, the 

protected areas under ~ t s  jurlsdlction It is actually very fortu~tous that ANGAP has thls des~gnat~on as this 

1s actually the most prolnlslng ~nstrtut~onal framework ~t could have to fulfill ~ t s  mandate Dr Robinson 

Executwe Dlrector of Nat~onal Parhs Board of South Afrrca, stated that "the nat~onal parks servlce of 
b 





Madagascal should bc an instrument created by st'ltute to perform on behalf of the State a fu~ict~on rn wli~cli 

tlie State has a dlrect ~nterest" (Rob~nson 1994 4) ANGAP actually has much of thls autlior~ty today 

T h ~ s  future ~nst~tutlonal role of ANGAP 1s 111 the process of b e q  reconfirmed durmg cu~rent PC-2 
plannrng at tlie lilghest levels of government, and wsll be rattfied by tlie Nat~onal Assembly Several key 
proposals were put forth by the Malagasy delegatlo11 to the September 1996 CP-2 donor mcetlngs In Pans 
whlch show tlie conim1tlnent needed to move ahead Recommendat~ons were made to modlfy the evlst~ng 
Madagascar Charter for the Cnvlronnient autlior~zed by the Nnt~onal Parllariient II I  December 21 1990 
In~tlal ploposals to he placed before the Parl~ament through tlie provlslons of a 'CP-2 Program I,?w fol tlie 
Cnvlronment whlcli would be a cond~t~on precedent to m t ~ a l  disbursement of funds Draft 
I econimendat~ons include 

" The management of the netw oi k of lei r e~lrral coast Imne and aquatic and rnai rile pr otectcd ai eay can he 
confided to api  ivalc, autonomouy, natronal Inrtitutron tecognized as a publrc utrlrty under exrst~ng Iegrslatron and ~ ~ r l l  
be placed under the lut r~d~ction of the hlrnrrtry responrihle for t l ~  Envitonnteii~ " (Artlcle 8 Chapter 2 of Projet de 
Lo1 De Programme Cond~tion de negoclatlon du Programme Enwronnemental I 1  Pans, November 1996 4) 

What 1s new here 1s the lnclus~on of "coast h e  aquatic and marme" areas of b~odwers~ty wli~cli are 
not yet officially wrthin the protected areas network Some sectors of tlie government wanted these to be 
managed by a new govelnment ~nstltutlon The argument wlilcli won the case was that a "network of 
protected areas of Madagascar" must Include samples of ALL f o r m  of blodlvers~ty and geography 
ANGAP IS not ment~oned here, but w ~ l l  be ment~oned by name, w~tli reference to ~ t s  mlsslon statement, ~n a 
specla1 leglslatlon to be developed to implement these programs Draft proposals to date read 

L' The Government coinmlt7 rtself to redejne the mandates of some instrtutrons as well as the rnsliuments 
needed foi thew implementatron The rnrmlon of the pr~vate otganlzatron cl~aiged wrth the management of the 
network of protected areas M 111 be t edefined In order to perinrt unproved results The management of the PI otected 
Areas rs hereby grven to ANGAP whlch has evolved from 11s coord~nat~ng nzlssron to that ofsttategrc and operational 
rnanager for rmproved conwwatron of these natural ecosystems In the context of thrs management the Cover ninent In 
concertatlon wrth ANGAP wrll take all legrslat~ve and regulatoiy steps necessary to perinti ANGAP lo contribute to the 
management of sanctlon~ w1t111n the p~otected areas and to put rnto place management piany for the netwoik 
(Declaratron de Polrtique Sector~elle Purrs 1996 4) 

ANGAP has been asked to develop tlie text needed for a "Parks Act" whlch wlll define In greater 

detall all the roles and responslb~llt~es of the ~nstltutron ANGAP should be recognized as tlie sole authority 

for develop~ng ecotour~sm wltliln natlonal parks and reserves ANGAP should not be reabsorbed mto a 

government mlnlstry, or become a parastatal of some kmd (le an "office") Legal adv~ce was rece~ved by 

the South Afr~can Parks Board (Dr Botha) and others durlng a September 29, 1995 meet~ng on t l i~s lssue 

We belleve tlm ~nst~tut~onal  structure IS Madagascar's best guarantee of contmued ~nternatlonal donor 

Interest In support to the protected area program, particularly as a trust fund 1s established as one factor 

contr~butlng to ~ t s  future sustamabrl~ty TIils optlon 1s also the best opt1011 ava~lable for vigorous, flex~ble, 

and dynam~c management of a Pal ks program The 53 ANGAP Tana employees in 1996, for tlie most part, 

do not work I~ke  personnel of gov~rnment bureaucracies - thanks to mproved salar~es and benefits and to a 

4a 



genulne comm~tment to the envlronmcnt There 17 an eagerwss to learn experiment and w~llltigness to put 

In very long h o u ~ s  that can not be found 111 such ~nst~tut~ons  - for usually very good reasons Only 4 of tlie 30 

profess~onal staff of ANGAP came from the GOM's DCF and none of them have any ~nterest 111 returning 

to that system of management Any suggested move of ANGAP ~nanagement of protected areas "back mto 

the fold" of central government control should be strongly d~scouraged by donors - to the extent of 

Iemoving fund~ng support to the program 

3 4 S w c t ~ o n s  

ANGAP w ~ l l  not be able to effectively manage nts network of parhs and reserves w~thout the 

autlior~ty to admmster at least l m ~ t e d  sanctions (as smple as glvlng a fine to be pa~d  at the ANGAP park 

office) ANGAP's park rangers must have the authority to retaln people causmg ~nfract~oris, to be turned 

over to the proper autlior~t~es It would be higlily dewable for ANGAP to be able to Issue I m ~ t e d  fines, 

whose revenue would remaln w ~ t h  the park to help fund costs of surve~llance As seen 111 tlie proposed new 

legislation above, ANGAP has been able to make ~ t s  case to the goverment, wli~cli appears prepared to at 

least permrt ANGAP to "contr~bute" to tlm effort T h ~ s  cwntr~but~on should ~nclude at least the ~ s s u ~ n g  of 
- 

lmlted fines for such th~ngs as I~tter~ng, defacmg property, unautlior~zed penetration into park, md~vrdual 

tree cuttmg, etc 

3 5 Trans~t lon 

Beg~nnmg In 1995, ANGAP began to take a more direct~onal role vls-a-vls ~ t s  ICDP field operators 

In terms of the development of park management plans, parh mfrastructure development plans, ecotour~srn 

(~nclud~ng servtces witlm park and per~plieral zones) ANGAP has already been actlve rn provldmg tour~st 

gu~de  t r a ~ n ~ n g  to all parks and reserves wrth vlsltlng tourists An accelerated program has begun wlth 

emphasis on tlie Isalo Nat~onal Park which 1s under ANGAP s d~rect management, but efforts are also 

antmpated to mfluence three other prlor~ty parks Ranomafana, Andas~be, and Amber Mountam ANGAP 

also expects to glve spec~al parks management plann~ngllmplementat~on support to Masoala, Lokobe, and 

poss~bly Bemaraha - w~tli the ass~stance of outs~de technical expertise 

An 18 month trans~t~on perrod, beg~nn~ng January 1 1997, has been put ~ n t o  place by USAID to 

move from the EP-I SAVEMIKEPEM project mode of support to the Madagascar env~ronmental program 

to the EP-2 'regtonal program' approach The s ~ u  USAlD funded SAVEM ICDPs w~l l  move Into new 

~nst~tut~onal relat~onsli~p In t h ~ s  translt~on, ICDPs w~l l  end June 30 1997, and ANGAP wlll takr over d~rect 

management of these parks and reserves The development component of these programs w~l l  be paqed to 



other yet un~dent~fied, reglorial partner mst~tut~ons Early ~ndlcat~ons are suggesting that t h ~ s  transltlon 

perrod w111 be a very rocky one ~ndeed, and that not enoilgli thought may have been put Into tlie Impact on 

the nat~onal ~nstltutron created 111 EP-I (ANGAP) or the effect on local commun~t~es and employees 

mvolved In the NGO managed ICDPs The percept~on at tlie end of EP-I was that 'so much' assistance had 

been gwen to the protected area program dur~ng EP-I, and that ANGAP In part~cular had succeeded so far 

beyond the other evecutlng agencles of the EP-I program, that EP-2 would need to 'redreqs t l i~s s~tuat~on 

Less support would be glven to ANGAP and the protected area program and greater support to other 

executing programs The problem IS that In domg tills donors and USAID rn parttcular wrll most l~hely 

see s~gn~ficant program deter~orat~on at both ANGAP arad w~thm the field programs of protected areas and 

thew per~pheral zones There IS a real danger that EP-2 will not In fact bu~ld upon the costly lessons of EP- 

1, but w ~ l l  head of Into new and untested waters - l e a m g  behmd an rnsufficlently supported new parks 

~nst~tution deal~ng wlth major problems left behrnd by depart~ng NGO operators 

3 6 Park Signs, Uniforms, Logos, and other P u b l ~ l t y  

1996 has seen great rmprovement in the establishment of common park slgns and trall guldes, and In 

general tour~st ~nformat~on centers Four park ~nterpretat~on centers modeled after USA centers of thls 

kmd, are in the process of development In the four ploi ity parks of lsalo, Ranomafana, Andas~beIMantadra, 

and the Ankarana These parks have also developed park logos, whlch have already been appl~ed to a new 

ANGAP serles of publ~c~ty  pamphlets for these parks ANGAP has developed ~ t s  own "parks network" logo 

to replace the ICDP logo In use slnce 1993 A common uniform for park personnel was agreed upon In 

1995 ANGAP Antananarivo staff set the example, In October 1995, by bemg the first to wear t h ~ s  

ANGAP has also developed, In Tana, a special office for selling of park entrance fees and varlous 

products SIX lncome generatmg nat~onal parks and reserves posters were completed In June 1995 and have 

been for sale A h ~ g h  qualrty 1996/1997 nat~onal parks and reserves calendar was completed and on the 

market at the beg~nn~ng  of October 1995 A promol~onal vrdeo (French, Engllsh, Malagasy) of the four 

prlority parks has also been completed and was ready for sale In 1996 Each park has a 9-10 mlnute 

presentation on t h ~ s  video 

4 0 Lessons Learned with ICDP's in Context of Conservmg Natlonal Parks and Reserves 

Integrated Conservat~on and Development Projects (ICDPs) of the past few years 111 Madagascar 

have h~ghl~ghted a number of major Issues wh~ch were not adequately addressed at the onset of the program, 

and whlcli, rf not to be considered fundamental des~gn errors of exlst~ng programs, must at the-?ery least be 



now ,idd~cssed A need for refocus~ng 1s probably necessary w~tli the next phase of CP-2 as ~t concerns the 

protected areas and ANGAP, bemg substant~ally d~ffere~rt from tlie first phase Because of the strateg~c 

exper~mental nature of tlie first years we must now take the lessons learned and move on 14 What are 

these areas of concern7 What have we learned7 

The bas~c problem w ~ t h  the ICD concept dur~ng the past several years In Madagascar has always 

been lust what kind of development were we talhmg about? I-low does one define "co~iservat~on"? Who 

should be respons~ble for t h ~ s  development and conservat~on? What nat~onal ~ns t~ tu t~on  (government or 

prwate) 1s expected to contmue ICDP a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  mt~ated? Wli~cli actlvltles7 Is t h ~ s  sustamable7 Who are 

tlie people "of the per~pheral zone"7 Are they those people most ~tiinied~ately responstble for the pressures 

upon the protected areas, 01 are they everyone In tlie regloll and the nat1on7 

Based on euperlence gamed 111 the past several years responses are glven below to some of these 

questions 

4 1 The Clarification of CORE Concepts 

For the protected area program In Madagascar, a number of spat~al deslgnat~ons have come to be 
qulte mportant 

(1) The Park Management Plan 

The first actwty of any operator, lncludlng ANGAP ~tself, 111 any park or reserve, 1s to beg111 to 

establ~sli a park management plan Whde t h ~ s  document IS expected to evolve over tune, ~t is essential to 

place tlie various components of program a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  of a park or reserve mto perspectwe Wh~le some parts 

of t h ~ s  outlme must be common to all parks and reserves, other parts wlll depend on spec~fic character~st~cs 

(eg whether or not ecotour~sm rs an opt~on) T h ~ s  has led ANGAP to des~gnate three categor~es of protected 

areas (cf Table 1 )  

Category A All those nat~onal parks and reserves w~th revenue generatrng potent~al through development of ecotour~sm 
Category B All those parks and reserves w~thout signrficant ecotourlsm potentral but nevertheless under srgnrficant 
pressures from local perrpheral zone populat~ons on park natural resources Some targeted perpheral zone development 
actrvlty wrll need to be encouraged along w~th  proper conservatlon surverllance and supportwe mfrastructure ANGAP has 
dlv~ded category B parks Into two sub-categorres based on whethen or not they wdl be under d~rect ANGAP management rn 
EP-2 
Category C All those parks and reserves w~th ne~ther significant ecotourism potent~al nor under srgn~ficant pressures from 
local per~pheral zone populat~ons on park natural resources A l~m~ted  conservatlon survedlance mfrastructure and presence is 
requ~red 

(2) The Protected Area 

T h ~ s  should be zoned as part of the park or reserve management plan to mclude areas of total 

protection, areas of l ~ m ~ t e d  access (for research or tour~srn) buffer and servlce zones The protected area IS 
3 



the doma~n over whlch a parks servlcc has author~tj  on behalf of the Statc Madagascar has tradlt~onally 

tr~ed to use leg~slat~on to create d~fferent hrnds of management (some parhs are class~fied strict natural 

reserves' others 'spec~al reserves etc ) - but t111.s has not worked A preferred course IS to classrfy a specla1 

nat~onal resource as a 'nat~onal park' and to then define the areas for total protect1011 areas for resea~ch 

areas In whlch tour~sts can vmt, etc as part of the management plan T h ~ s  permlts g~eater f l e u b ~ l ~ t y  In an 

environment where leglslat~ve changes are extreinelv dlilicult to obta~n 

We have learned that 'the eliicrency of law enforcement remarns a cruclal determrnant ot the 

conservat~on status o f '  b~odlverslty and that proper equipment, t~arnrng and compensat~on of parhs staff 

strll promrse h ~ g h  payoffs 111 conservat~on of protected species " (Barretl and Arcese 1995 1081) 

However, we have also learned through analysrs of- h~stor~cal spat~al data of protected areas rn Madagascar 

that the statute of protected area Itself, even In absence of effectwe offic~al deterrents, has slowed 

b~od~verslty loss - when colnpared to what has happened In the per~plieral zones around these protected 

areas (Swanson, 1996b 33, Jean-M~chel Dufils 1996 3-7, cf Map 3 of Ranomafana Nat~onal Park as an 

example) 

- 
(3) The Buffer Zone 

T h ~ s  falls w ~ t h ~ n  the protected area boundary It IS located on the outer perlmeter of the natlonal 

park or reserve, particularly 111 areas of hlgh human pressure upon the park It is often somewhat degraded 

from human pressures A buffer zone can be used for mutually agreed upon sustainable natural resource 

management practices by per~plieral zone communltles (cattle grazlng, farmmg, beekeep~ng etc ), but not 

for ~nfrastructure development by local or pr~vate sector Interests 15 The parks servlce Itself may establish 

servlce zones wltli~n thls area No official buffer zones yet exlst for any protected area, though new 

leg~slat~on before the GOM would create these In several nat~onal parks 

(4) The Serv~ce Zone 

TINS also should fall w ~ t h ~ n  the protected area boundary It can be located on the outer perlmeter of 

the park or reserve, or In some other well defined area of the park Tour~sm servlces could be located 111 thrs 

area (~nterpretat~on center, park management offices, tourlst lodg~ng and fac~lltres) Here, ANGAP hopes to 

develop contractual agreements wtth prlvate sector partners who w~l l  compete for the pr~v~lege of operatmg 

In proxlmlty to spectacular areas of the park This w~l l  be provlde a means of generating revenue from lnld 

to high end tour~st Infrastructure through some form of "rent" payments Thls IS a h~gh  mpact tour~st area 

Madagasca~ law concerning nal~onal parks,wlll need to be revlsed ~f such a servlce zone for tourrsts IS to be 
h 



put into place (wltli~n current boundar~es of parks) as t h ~ s  1s not somethmg that actually ex1515 today Such a 

niod~ficat~on would be fully wlth~n the rules established ~nternatlonally by I U C N ~ ~  for ure of ~iat~onal 

parks To overcome t h ~ s  problem ANGAP 1s currently obtamuig tltle to land currently found w ~ t l i ~ n  the 

pel iplieral zone, outs~de current park boundaries - thus g w n g  ANGAP legal rlglit to manage this on behalf 

ofthe State When regulat~ons perm~t, t h ~ s  w ~ l l  be placed with111 a newly defined buffer zone, wlth~n offic~al 

1x11 k boundaries 

(5)  The Per~pl~eral Zone 

T h ~ s  1s an area surrounding the protected area In whicli human occupation 1s expected Peripheral 

zones have been spatially defined around most of ANGAP'S pr~nclpal parhs and reserves (eg Map 3 of 

Ranomafana National Park) Bemg d~rectly outslde the protected area ANGAP does not have any dlrect 

jurtsdictlon over ~t The exact s u e  of t h ~ s  area 1s strll under dlscuss~on but the definlt~on found to be the 

least arbitrary ~ncludes all the fokorany (smallest admlnlstratlve dlvls~on) phys~cally touch~ng the boundary 

of the protected area In some cases thls area IS consldered too large and a smaller unit of area needs to be 

defined The per~plieral zone 1s consldered an essential part of the protected area management system In 

that this 1s the area from whlch much of the dlrect human pressures are exerted upon the protected areas As 

a front lme of defense, a second "buffer zone" ~t IS here that mtiatlves to jolntly manage protected area 

resources wlth local populations has the most promlse for favorable results It IS here that prwate sector 

tourrst ~nfrastructure must be developed carefully not only to be econotn~cally advantageous to the local 

people, but not to have negatlve spin-offs for the protected areas wh~cli attracted them 111 the first place 

ANGAP 1s clearly conscious that per~pheral zones may become "economic zones of attraction" tn 

the region and that attent~on must be gwen to the rat~onal development of these areas Wlthout plannmg, 

random and uncontrolled development of gateway co~nmun~tles could well d~rnrnlsh the appeal of the 

protected areas whrch provided the econolnlc ~ncentives wh~ch drew these people In the first place 

ANGAP, In late 1996, has taken the lead In seeklng a h~gh  level workshop wlth the Mmstry of Tourrsm 

and other concerned partners to develop some kind of leg~slatlon on development wlthin t h ~ s  area 

(6)  The ICDP Concept 

The bas~c doctrme (or hypotheses) of the Integrated Conservat~on and Development (ICDP) 

approach states that ~f the soclo-econcm~c rnterest~ of people l ~ v ~ n g  In peripheral zones of protected areas 

?re addressed and susta~nable alternatwes ~dentrfied developed and adopted then these people w~l l  

become a major factor In the sustarnable explortat~on of the natural resources of the arca and In the long 



term conservatron of the adjacent pvhs  and reselves I'coplc 5 needs l1v111g around protcctcd area5 mu51 be 

addressed but Iiou these are addressed can not be effect~vely done through ICDPs Onc lin,~l conclumn of 

tlie quedlon 'Do targeted development actwlties leduce pressures on parhs/reserves through changed hunian 

behavior' (Swanson 1996a) must be that " ~ t  1s biolog~cally unsound to base liuman needs wh~cli must be 

assumed to grow, on the harvest of wildl~fe populatlorls that wlll not grow" and that we must ' decouple 

human needs fiom w~ld l~fe  harvest wrtli~n protected weas (Barrctt & Arcese 1995 1077 1081) It tahes a 

long trme to change human bellav~or - partlcul?~lv in the h~nd of ~solated lural areas where ICDPs general11 

worh Madagascar ICDPs have not prov~ded conclus~ve ev~dence that conservation-development Iinhage 

can be made strong enough wrth enough people qu~ckly enougli to have any real long term mipact on tlie 

bdsrc problem of continuing biod~verslty loss 

ANGAP has "learned" about those types of general "development" act~vlties most consistent with ~ t s  

own role as a parks servlce (discussed below) Other development a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  w~thln tlie per~pheral zone and 

wrder regron must be pursued through partnersh~p w~th  various local and international NGOs and other 

prrvate and government ~iistrtutions ANGAP fully endorses the concept that "No park 1s an ~slandl" and 

that "protected areas are connected to thelr surround~ngs in a myr~ad of ways ecolog~cally, socially, 

economically, spmtually, and culturally" and that planners need to "take a broad-based multl-d~sc~pl~nary, 

team approach to managing todab's protected areas" (Barzettl, 1993, p 50) The hey to success for ANGAP 

will be how ~t deterrnmes rts own speclfic role w ~ t h ~ n  thls partnersli~p 

We would emphatically agree that 

ICDPs must be regarded as no more than short term pall~atlves In a longer term struggle to refocus attention 

and resources on parallel processes of rural development poverty allev~at~on and wlldl~fe conservation There IS no 
substitute for broader commltrnent by government external donors and NGOs to solvlng these rural problems and to 
coordlnatlng ~f not necessary mtegratmg such efforts (my emphas~s)(Barrett & Arcese 1995 108 1)  

Thls could be a dlrectlon that the second environmental program could take through ~ t s  "program approach", 

with empliasls on looklng at larger reglons In whrch speclfic protected areas are found The "conservatlon" 

component of tlie ICDP In Madagascar w~l l  take off as the parallel 'parks and reserves network' managed by 

ANGAP The "development" component wlll spl~t  111to different parallel efforts mplemented by 

organrzatlons with various spec~a l~ t~es  

4 2 Lessons Learned about "What type of Development" 

ICDP projects In Madagascar have prov~ded a number of valuable lessons for future programs In 

blod~vers~ty conservat~on Those wh~ch seem of particular ~mportance to ANGAP and ~ t s  future partnership 

roles with commun~tles and the w~der region around parks are summar~zed below Lessons for ANGAP's 



future development partners are also suggested 

(1) The Need for Focusmg, Prior~t~zation,  a Sense of Scale 

There has been reticence by tlie operatorslfield staff of some ICDPs to focus clearly enough early 

enough, on establlslilng liiihages between proposed development actrvltles and tlie conservalio~l prlnclpal 

oblective "reductlon of pressures" That part of the monltor~ng system intended to help brmg forth this 

aspect (le impact on behavior) of the plograln has always rece~ved low prlorlty 111 terms of early staffing 

and mplementation One lesson learned IS clearly that M&C actwtles must be ~n~tiated at the beginn~ng of 

any plograin actlv~ty - not haltway through when programs are alleady moblllzed towards different 

oblect~ves 

The SAVEM project has insisted on the development of "hypothes~s statements" definlng perceived 

Ilnkages between proposed development actlvit~es and the conservation objective - to be tested through 

lmplelnentatlo~l and monitoring The argument IS that we are lrnplementmg certaln development act~vitles, 

at certaln scales, In certaln areas wlth certaln people, based upon some hmd of eupectat~on Ilnhed to project 

objectlves Act lv~t~es  therefore need to be results orientated 

Inducmg people to change thew behawor w~l l  be most successful when ( 1 )  there 1s a clear and dlrect llnh between the 
conservatlon objective and the project component and when (2) the threats to the resource base are dlrect and clear not when 
they are caused by many actors for many reasons' (Brandon & Wells 1992 567) 

In reallty, SAVEM development activit~es have rarely been t h ~ s  focused or results-or~entated Development 

operators have been able to justify every kmd of development actwty ~mag~nable, sliow~ng at least an 

indlrect lmkage to conservatlon objectives In sp~ te  of trymg to encourage operators to ~dentify those 

actlvlties whlch were, nevertheless, MORE DIRECTLY LINKED, ANGAP In ~ t s  "coordmator role" had 

Imtted success In influencmg development operators to a more focused treatment of the "development for 

conservatlon" theme 

"The end of (the development actlv~t~es of) ICDP's IS not development", but "a means to achleve 

conservation objectwes" (Brandon & Wells 1992 267) We have learned that gwen llmlted human and 

financial resources llmited tlme, and scale of Impact, clear pr~or~tlzatron must take place In most cases, 

there appear to be too many act~vlties, with too few people (sample) to have any hope of Impact In any 

foreseeable future And, 111 many cases, the expected linpacts have not been clearly enough thought out for 

major activities to perinlt the kind of targeted monltormg necessary Where strong positrve "tende wes" 

towards linproved natural resource management of the kind des~red takes place, it IS also clear that the 

reasons for t l i~s can not be attributed to a smgle actlvity I d  is the syntrg~stic effect of several good actwities 
% 



wl~lch seems responstble (Swanson 1996a 12) 

Clpelience has shown that the "C" and "D" components of ICDI' projects hdve operated 

~ndependently of each other - l ~ k e  separate sub-projects The "D" has tended to be unfocused "regional rural 

development" when durmg PE-I, we had hoped for actnons w ~ t h ~ n  a inore clearly defined peripheral zone 

a~ound the parks and reserves While tlus seemed part~cularly acute In some ICDPs, ~t was generally true of 

all sf\ SAVEM ICDPs and others funded by other donors as well (And~rrlg~tra Marolejy Bemaraha) Whlle 

firlly agreemg w ~ t h  the need for and rmportance ol rural development In general tlus approach was not 

suflic~ently focused towards the actual p~otected areas which were lnlt~ally the "ra~son d'etre" of these ICDP 

act~vity Should a smllar program every be mplemented again thls euperlence would suggest that more 

focused rural development act~v~ties need to conducted In defined per~pherai zones of parks and reserves, 

and that t h ~ s  should be coordinated, managed, and unplemented by publ~c and prlvate ~nstitut~ons w ~ t h  

proven expertwe rn such act~vlt~es Local parh staff personnel would be ass~gned to commun~ty relat~ons as 

a partner In program plannmg and strategy An umbrella "coordmat~ng" central organizat~on (whether 

operator or publlc) 1s probably not an effic~ent ~nstitut~onal arrangement to mplement such a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  17 

Because of the w ~ d e  range of condit~ons among the d~fferent nat~onal parks and reserves under 

ANGAP's jurlsdictlon, ~t 1s clear that the same formula approach can not be appl~ed everywhere Some 

reselves are very ~solated and w~l l  rarely, ~f ever, be vis~ted by a tour~st But there may be many people 

Iiv~ng around the reserve and exerting pressure Here prolect~on and local management optlons are more the 

issue and approaches w ~ t h  local populatrons must be different There are other reserves, wh~ch are ~solated, 

where low populat~on denslty results In l~ttle pressure upon the resource Yet there are about I0 natlonal 

parks and reserves wh~ch are both under heavy pressure from local populatrons and are also important 

(potent~al) tour~st destmat~ons 

(2) Development Actions the Madagascar Nat~onal Parks and Reserves Program Must Pursue 

We have learned that ICDPs as deslgned In Madagascar for PE-I, were probably too complex, had 

too much money to spend, In too short a trme, and are not susta~nable If they have taught us what hmd of 

act~vltres ARE susta~nable and appropnate, however, then ~t can be argued that these ICD projects have in 

fact succeeded in thew stated purposes That future mvestments of this kmd will be more focused and 

therefore more cost-effectwe would be an ~mportant lesson learned' Has thls hind of learn~iig taken place' 

I belleve we have learned of at least five types of development" actlv~t~es which do clearly provide 

the hrnd of Imkage between conservat~on and development, the "ICD" consistent w~tli a protected area 

program's sphere of dlrect activ~ty ANGAP has come to refer to these act~v~ties as the ' pet~te d' (small d) 

% 
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of ~ t s  own ~nvolvenient In development (ICdP) wlthln the per~pheral zone - 2s opposed to the grande Dm 

(blg D) of development wh~cli partner ~nst~tutlons wlll take over 111 the ICDP programs of the future Two of 

these five "development areas" suggested below apply to only the 9-10 parks aud reserves w ~ t h  ecotour~sm 

potentla1 I would suggest that at least these five types of "development" could provlde a pr~nc~pal focus for 

natlonal parks program efforts or~ented to tlie people hvmg outs~de the borders of the parks and reserves 

Othe~ "development for development" actlvlt~es (the b ~ g  D) tahlng place n ~ t l i ~ n  and beyond the penpheral 

7ones of established parks and reserves should be mplcnaented by ~ndependent agencies and NGO s who 

could collaborate w~tli ANGAP, particularly In the per~plieral zones In assessmg tlie "environmental ~mpact" 

of such actlvlt~es on the protected areas Such developnlent act~vlt~es could be done w~t l i~n  the context of 

ICD programs orientated towards other agencles The five types of development acrwttes w ~ t h  clear 

conservation llnkages wh~ch clearly should be supported by tlw future protected areas program ~nclude 18 

-1- Ecotourlsm Service Development 

All act~vltles support~ng ecotour~sm servlce development both w~thln parks and reserves and w ~ t l m  

the~r  per~pheral zones and reglons are legitmate spheres of development actlvlty for a pdrhs program 

Ecotour~sm development can clearly provlde an economic st~mulus to econom~cally deprlved reglons and 

can lead to susta~nable economic development rn the peripheral zones Thts In turn 1s ralsrng the 

consciousness of assocrated people (local, regional, nat~onal) concerning the ~nherent value of these 

wdderness areas Ac twt~es  could rnclude appropr~ate developmentlclty plannmg assistance In and around 

emergmg gateway communltles, efforts wh~ch could greatly reduce the danger of uncontrolled and ugly 

~nfrastructure development ( ~ e  Ranohlra for Isalo, Moromanga for Andaslbe, Ranomafana for 

Ranomafana, Joffrevdle for Amber Mountam) wh~ch would detract from the beauty of these s~ tes  

Improvmg the qual~ty of local crafts for sales to tour~sts provldes other ecotour~sm outlets Structured ethno 

or cultural tourlsm In the penpheral zones, provldes further sources of revenue generation - prov~d~ng 

alternatwes, for some people at least, to selected pressures upon the parks An example would be the 

Bemaraha log canoe tr~ps, led by local fishermen, up the Manambolo rwer, above the town of Bekopaka, to 

vlew caves and ancrent tombs along the tsn7gz rlver cllffs A wonderful, novel experlencel Lodglng, food 

and other servlces provlde addlt~onal ecotourlsm generated lncome both locally and reg~onally - wrth 

rnult~ply~ng effects of cash Input Into locally depressed economies 

Even In the absence of approprlate ~nfrasfructure, the numters of tour~st v ~ s ~ t ~ n g  Madagascar 

protected areas has been growmg slgn~ficantlv slnce 1992, when accurate records began to be kept In  three 

nat~onal parks, the attendance has doubled each year from the prevlous year for three consecutive years 



W~th   inp proved park scrvlces lntcrpretation Iacdlties ,ind park a~commodat~ons ANGAP 1s optlrn~stlc 111'11 

tourism wlll become an Important factor ln the sustalnable conselvation of the parks networh a$ well a\ 

contribute to the soclo-economic development of the per~pheral zones 

-2- Park Entrance Fee Revenue Shanng and M~cro-Project F~nanc~ng 

ANGAP glves back 50% of all tourlst geneiated palh entrance fees to local communities of the 

parks vwted, thus realizmg a duect link between conse~vat~on and development, and creating new 

management partneishlps between local commun~l~es and the concerned park (Peters, 1994) The sacrlfice 

belng made by ANGAP to share In this wa) 1s ~lluslrlted 111 lsalo Nat~onal Park where an estmated $40,000 

would be glven to pe~~pheral  zone communltles In 1997 alone1 Yet the sacrlfice IS at the same tlme an 

~nvestment In goodwill for future sustalnabd~ty of the park 

The mlcro-projects funded from tlm tourst generated revenue represent an important means for an 

estmated 10 natlonal parks and reserves to contribute to the socio-economic well bemg of the~r  peripheraals 

zones Mlcro-project activities are chosen by the peripheral zone populat~ons themselves The only 

condition placed 011 the use of these funds is that activltles not be harmful to the environment and that they 

b5 communlty (not ind~v~dually) focused They have included helping commun~tles set up their own tourlst 

campmg grounds, repair elementary school ~nfrastructu~e, prov~de health care workers, set up vlllage cereal 

banks, etc (cf Swanson 1996b) Recipients unquestionably have made a d~rect Imhage between the park s 

ex~stence, and the economic benefits THEY have recelved The number of people benefitmg In thls way, 

though yet l m ~ t e d ,  1s certamly expected to grow over tlme A major issue here 1s the defin~t~on of the l~mlts 

of the per~pheral zone and who therefore, should be reclplents of these funds An emerging definition 

targets all those villages/commun~t~es whlch fall w~thin the smallest admmstratlve unlt (fokontany) actually 

touching the llmits of the park or reserve 

Entrance fee revenue (the 50%) for per~pheral zone communlty micro-projects 1s sustalnable money 

bemg generated by the system When donors depart, one still expects the tourists to come, even Increase, 

and for thls revenue to also increase It IS Important that ANGAP continue to glve thls 50% back to local 

commumt~es, and to bu~ld upon the base of good will whrch has been in~tlated by this actlon 19 ANGAP 

should also seriously consider uslng t h ~ s  money as a kmd of "trust fund" for the commun~tles - usmg ~t for 

example to help set up savmgs and loan programs m~t~ated by other speclal~zed instltutlons 20 The money 

would serve as both a guarantee agmnst defaults altd dlso provlde a source of funds for loans Thls would 

greatly expand the Impact of the 50% of the DEAP returned to communltles 



-3- Env~ronmental Educat~on 

All ac t~v~t les  wh~ch can be cons~dered as "env~ronmental educatlon" among populat~ons both w ~ t h ~ n  

the penpheral zones and the larger regloris liear varlous parks and reserves are essential areas for ANGAP 

~nvolvement Thts would not only ~nclude p u b h t y  efforts of ANGAP and ~ t s  network of parks and 

lcscrves to communicate env~ronmental themes (posters calendars, v~deo, publicat~ons) to a w ~ d e  aud~ence 

111 Madagascar I t  would also ~nclude br~nging local populat~ons mto the parks and reserves, part~cularly 

school clilldren, for several days of environmental ttdrning - tramng about local flora and fauna, about local 

history and culture, the geology and ecosystems of the park, etc Accordmg to ANGAP stat~sttcs for 1995 

50% of total park vwtors (36,720 people) were Malagasj of whom more than half (56%) were school 

ch~ldren brought ln by ANGAP under a program called green classes" (Swanson, 1996a 20) 

Env~ronmental educat~on would ~nclude helpmg school programs In the penpheral zones around parks and 

reserves In thew env~ronmental educatlon programs - as currently done by WWF In the~r  Amber Mountam 

Nat~onal Park program Actual mpact of such act~vrtles has yet to be determmed Impact on children, and 

through them, thelr parents for environmentally correct behav~or can not be expected to have ~mmed~ate  

Impact - ~t may take a generation 

It IS mportant for park ecotourlsm departments to communicate clearly the ~mportance of the 

economic mpacts of the above two "development actwt~es" both locally and reg~onally to ralse publlc 

support for conservation of these natlonal parks and reserves 

-4- Targeted, Small-Scale A c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  D~rectly Linked to Top Ranked Pressures on Park  

ANGAP, wlthrn the defined pertpheral zones around ~ t s  parks and reserves, wlll need to focus 

attent~on and some financ~al resources upon targeted, small scale a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  w h ~ c l ~  could have a d~rect Impact 

on reducmg top ranked pressures upon the park, as developed rn the park management plan Use by 

penpheral zone commun~tles of the~r  port~on of park entrance fees, where ava~lable, could be orientated In 

t h ~ s  way ANGAP would have the role of donor, and channelmg some fundmg to partner prlvate or publ~c 

lnst~tutlons capable of ~mplementlng such actwtles It would not Itself implement these projects In the 

penpheral zone Examples of such acttv~t~es could include reforestation, support to mtenslve farinmg 

systems, agro-forestry and contour farmmg 



-5- Commun~ty natural resource management programs In per~pheral zones 

ANGAP, agaln w~thm defined peripheral zones around ~ t s  parks and reserves w~l l  want to cont~nue 

to be act~vely ~nvolved In prornotmg commun~ty natural resource management plannmg In some cases t h ~ s  

wdl mean definmg buffer zones outs~de current park lmits which need to be mcorporated mto the legal park 

boundar~es - but wh~ch perm~t commun~ty assess to certaln resources  zone^ d ul~lwar~on co~ilrollte) In 

other cases, t h ~ s  wdl mean definmg controlled occupat~on zones' - by help~ng co1111i1un1ties/v1llages obta~n 

long term contractual (concess~on) r~ghts to land areas around the~r  homes based on mutually agreed upon 

sustamable natural resource management uses (zones d occupatron contollee) The purpose IS to l m ~ t  open 

access to lands wh~ch currently 1s a prmary pressure upon remamng w~lderness areas Agarn, ANGAP 

would not ~tself ~mplement such stud~es or actwt~es,  but would be a facil~tator, anmator, and poss~bly 

channel fundmg to partner private or publ~c mst~tut~ons capable of ~mplementlng such act~vlt~es 

(3) Other "Development" Lessons Learned 

What about all the rest of the development efforts tak~ng place - the " b ~ g  D of ICDPs Adult 

I~teracy? An~mal husbandry? Health serv~ces? General rural development? Roads and bridges? The 

answer IS that ~t is not the respons~bhty of a nat~onal parks system to take the place of the mmstry of 

agriculture, educat~on, or health rn prov~d~ng these servlces I do not 111 the least suggest that soc~o- 

economic rural development act~v~ties are not ~mportant They are1 But we do not belleve it should be the 

respons~b~lity of a nat~onal parks program to run them, or even coord~nate them Private sector and 

government agencles with proven expertwe in these areas should lead In these efforts In close collaborat~on 

w ~ t h  ANGAP 111 the per~pheral zones of parks and reserves 

A number of other general pr~nc~ples have also come In to focus concerning the "development" of 

ICDP programs Perhaps the most ~mportant of these IS the concept of transversahty -a term berng 

frequently used In the EP-2 program approach 

-1- Transversal~ty 

T h ~ s  author has v ~ s ~ t e d  most o t  the 13 ICDP programs implemented over the past few years by 

varlous donors In Madagascar One IS frequently amazed to find that many of the same development 

problems are bemg confronted by the varlous programs w~thout any attempt to learn from the experience of 

others In the country, or to work together on common problems - seekmg common colut~ons T h ~ s  is true 

w ~ t h ~ n  the USAID SAVEM lCDPs as well 



To glve a s~niple example, almost all of the protected areas have found that beeheeping is an 

e~iv~ronmentally fr~endly actwty which has great potent~al In the peripheral zones of most parks and 

reserves There are people w~th trad~t~onal beekeeping or honey liunt~ng interests who are clear potential 

stakeholders In t h ~ s  Yet, one also finds that there IS actually extremely linuted expertise or vis~on on how 

to develop such an act~v~ty Hwes wh~ch are mtroduced frequently are not appropriate to the soc~o- 

economlc levels of the people concerned The ac t~v~ t~es  are not looked at ~n a liolist~c sense - from start to 

fin~sh The commerciallzat~oli side or the sustarnable supply of mater~als side 1s usually ignored unt~l these 

becoine ' problems" - at wh~ch t m e  the project 1s usually about to end - and the activity ends up a fa~lure for 

lack of provis~on Pioblems whrch could have been foreseen1 

This s~tuat~on leads to another lesson learned Successful program activ~t~es of ICDPs should be 

grouped mto act~v~ty-classes - and professional 111 each of these should be glven the responsib~l~ty of 

supporting and ~mplement~ng these across the different reglons Rather than one development operator 

trymg to do something In many different activ~ty areas (oflen w~thout ava~lable expert~se), such operators 

should not be used at all Rather, responsibrlity In developmg these "act~v~ty-classes" should be glven to 

iiidependent coiltractors w~th proven expert~se In these fields To tahe the example grven, one group should 
- 

be respons~ble to implement beekeeplng a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  wh~ch are targeted to the economically disadvantaged 

peoples around protected areas 

What other "actlvlty classes" could be ~dentlfied as part~cularly successful durmg EP- 1 which mer~t 

support of t h ~ s  kmd? Cand~dates ~nclude (1)  on-farm, contour, hdls~de cropping systems extens~on, (2) 

rural savings and cred~t programs s~milar to the MEC of Zahamena, ( 3 )  cominun~ty granaries focused on 

food security, (4) environmental educat~on or~entated towards rural schools, (5) small farmer agro-forestry 

in~t~at~ves- orientated towards indwidual ownersh~p, (6) rafJia crafts development for tourists, (7) small 

farmer vegetable gardening Imked to hotel needs 

-2- The D~rect Pressure Agent 

Targeted development activit~es are rarely, ~f ever, truly targeted Programs end up workmg w~th  

people and households will~ng and mterest to l~sten to them - hoprng that t h ~ s  w~ll  "tr~ckle over" to the 

people who are causlng the "d~rect threats" upon the protected area b~odlversrty Th~s  has not been 

successful Those keepmg Improved bee h~ves under beekeeplng programs are usually not the same people 

who are hunt~ng the honey 111 the forests Those rarsmg ch~ckens, plgs livestock w~th project support 

around Amber Mountain are not the same people who are growmg Khat' (a plant st~mulant) under the 

cover of the park forest trees - though t h ~  was the hypothesis given which would 'reduce' t h ~ s  pressure 



-3- V~llage Groups 

Another recurring theme In many ICDPs has been the d~fficulty of 1111tlatmg ' v ~ l l a g ~  assoc~atlons or 

groups' w ~ t h  whom the program could devclop development efforts There 1s wdesprend react1011 and 

m~strust of any such groups wli~ch are 'created' and d~sappear soon after Most ICDPs, In early years, were 

able to create many such groups based on the recrp~cnts percewed (co~rect) bel~ef that t h ~ s  was the way to 

recelve project benefits But such groups once the monev was d~str~buted usually qu~chly d~sappeared 11 

makes no sense rn Madagascar, to create a g ~ o u p  111 the absence of a real need w11rcl1 would draw a group 

together It IS often only after ~ndrv~dual liouseliolds find that a spec~fic need can not be  net 111 any other 

way that they beg111 to show genulne Interest ui a collect~ve tesponse to solve a spec~fic problem (eg cattle 

vacc~nat~on 111 Bemaralia, commerc~alrzat~on of honey In Andranomena, purchase of feed tor cli~ckens and 

commerc~al~zat~on In Amber Mountarn) One does ]lot create a group first, and then look for needs to fulfill 

It 1s cornmun~ty m~t~a ted  needs wh~ch requlre a collectrve response wh~ch leads to the format~on of a group 

whrch may become sustamable Such needs draw the right krnd of people together Outs~ders to a 

commun~ty should only help facrlrtate thrs process by prov~ding ~nformat~on on p o s s ~ b ~ l ~ t ~ e s ,  resources 
- 

ava~lable, rather than bemg too proacttve In creatmg them In the first place 

-4- It Takes T ~ m e  to Change Human Behawor 

Though already ment~oned In other contexts, a clear lesson learned IS that some donors cont~nue to 

have unreal~st~c expectations In how long ~t should take to observe 's~gn~ficant impact' of thew 

env~ronmental actrvit~es Most ICDPs have only been underway for about three years, and t h ~ s  t m e  scale 1s 

totally unrealrst~c to conceptual~ze, create field teams, develop confidence of rural populat~ons, ~mplement 

programs, and real~ze changes In long held destructive behaworal patterns among rural populat~ons The 

env~ronmental program was conce~ved as a 15 year program, and only five of these years have past Major 

changes In program support by the s ~ r t h  year does not respect comm~tments made earl~er for cont~nued 

support Cons~stency Comm~tment Professronal guldance Fmancral support All are requ~red over the 

long term In targeted areas and targeted ~nst~tutiorls if Investments are to pay off 111 sustamable programs 

4 3 Lessons Learned about "What k ~ n d  of Conservation" 

A parallel Issue IS what do we mean by conservation? If we are to revlew the experrence of the past 

five years 111 Madagascar, and ash ourselves "How have lCDPs actually mterpreted thew conservation 

mandate', we learn that as ~t concerns the park or reserve ~tself most ~f not all, 11aveJ~argely ~nterpreted 
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tlils as park del~niltatlon efforts parh boundary patroll~ng and baslc and appl~ed conservatlon research 

Tli~s IS ra~sed as an Issue however, because there has been an almost total lack of serlous parh plannmg and 

management strateg~es One would thmk that one of tlie FIRST "conservatlon" efforts of an ICDP operator, 

a< 11 concerns tlie "conse~vatlon" of the nat~onal parks or reserves themselves, would be to develop parh 

management plans, yearly updated, wltli proper zonlng, development of proper ~nfrastructure, ~nclud~ng 

where appropriate, tourlst Ira~ls and facll~t~es And lust~fy~ng what h~nd of research (bas~c and appl~ed) 

needs to be done, and when Tli~s was not the case 

Tlie "C" of many ICD projects has tended to stress conservat~on 111 a more rural development sense 

Agro-forestry, watershed management sod conservatlon act~vlt~es, etc are all f o ~  111s of "conservatlon" But 

tliese are all essentially per~plieral zone actw~tres Wlille tliese are important aspects of conservatlon, and 

~iiust be addressed as part of a reg~onal approach for development act~v~tles (the "D" of ICDP), tlie most 

~mportant "C" of all, was frequently sl~glited or even neglected Conservat~on, and ~ t s  sustamab~l~ty, of the 

b~odlvers~ty found wltlim tlie borders of the protected area 1s tlie essent~al "C" as we understand ~ t ,  and the 

speclfic mandate as gwen to ANGAP by the government of Madagascar Tli~s 1s not to suggest that ANGAP 

should not be concerned w~th,  and actlvely promote, appl~ed research 111 understand~ng the dynamics of 

ecosystems around the parks and reserves of wli~cli the latter may be an Important component The 

economlc value of tliese parks and reserves wlthm a more regronal context 1s essent~al to understand so that 

tlie attent~on of the proper autliorrt~es (reg~onal and natronal) can be drawn to tlils "value" and that partner 

~nstltutlons can be d~rected towards conservat~on development themes wh~cli need to be addressed 

We have learned that the m t ~ a l  assumptron, as reallzed tl~rougli exlst~ng ICDP projects (SAVEM 

and others) In Madagascar, that local and mternatronal NGO's (WWF, Conservat~on Internat~onal, CARE, 

VITA, UNESCO) would be capable of developrng professronal protected area management plans was 

m~splaced SAVEM projects began In 1992-1993 By the end of 1994, no ICDP operator, w t h  the 

evceptxon of Ranomfana National Park (Stony Brook), had yet developed a compreliens~ve park 

management plan, cons~dered to be the essentral bu~ ld~ng  block for any program, where development would 

need to serve the conservatlon objectwe It became clear that operators were not g~vlng this aspect of the 

program li~gh prror~ty Agam, wrth tlie except~on of Ranomafana, not one protected area operator had 

rncluded any professronal parh management and plannmg spec~al~sts as contmumg mput rn thew programs 

Whrle five of the SIX SAVEM project ICDP's have srgn~ficant tourism potentla], ecotourlsm services unt~l  

very recently ( ~ n  1995) were neglected In most Park rnfrastructure and tra~ls were not rnamta~ned or were 

poorl) developed Even park and tralls srgns were not dtveloped rn some SAVCM ICDP locat~ons wltli h~gh  

tour~st pote%t~al Tour~sts In all major pwks have begun to cornplam about rnapproprlale behavror on tlie 



part of park gu~dec furnished by local Independent gu~de ascoc~at~ons - another perhaps badly conccwed 

product of lCDP ekper~mentatcon 

ANGAP has come to understand from v ~ s ~ t ~ n g  park consultants from varmuc parts of the world that 

some of tlie best natmal  parks In tlie world, ones which are not only financ~ally sostalnable but generate 

revenue for the parks network, are operated w ~ t h  less money each year than what donors are currently 

fund~ng In uidrv~dunl nat~onal parks and reserves In Madagascar! And what does ANGAP and the 

protected area progrm have to chow for ~ t ?  111 many casec verv I~ttlel What k~nd  of conselvatlon 

custalnab~l~ty has been bullt Into the system? None !n fact ANGAP w~l l  rnher~t by tlie end 01 CP-I an 

rnventory of cap~tal goods (bu~ld~ngs used velilcles computers etc ) w~thout any means of mamtenance or 

replacement It wlll have because of Inasswe donor supported development act~vlt~es In perrpheral zones 

the rased expectations of per~plieral zone populations for cont~nued assistance whlcli may well be 

termmated or greatly reduced at tlie end of PE-I ICDP actlv~t~es 

By m ~ d  1994, ANGAP began to become very concerned about t h ~ s  sltuatlon and to develop speclfic 

responses to them ANGAP was assisted, by TR&D, In defining ~ t s  long term vlsion of where ~t was 

heading, ~nstltut~onally It was only towards the end of 1994 that ANGAP actually began to focus on its - 
potential role as Madagascar s national parks ~ns t~ tu t~on  ANGAP s entlre short and long term tra~nlng plans 

for ~ t s  own, and ICDP "conservat~on component" staff have been reoriented, swce January 1995 to t h s  

park management future 

One of the major components of the next five year environmental actton plan for Madagascar, 

towards wli~ch donor fundmg wlll be channeled, 1s called "National Parks and Reserves and Ecotour~s~n" 

The management of Madagascar's natlonal parks and reserves mludes b~od~versrty conservation wlth~n the 

parks/reserves as ~ t s  prlmary objectlve, followed closely by the second 0bjectlve of the financial 

susta~nab~lity needed to sustam thls conservat~on objectlve The bel~ef that conservatron "must begln to pay 

for itself' has been adopted Settmg up a trust fund and ecotourlsm development are considered Important 

areas for developmg t h ~ s  susta~nab~llty Contlnu~ng support from donors and the GOM 1s essent~al through 

PE-2 and PE-3 as serlous efforts are made In t h ~ s  dlrectlon Fmally, the bellef that tlie support of local 

populat~ons 1s essential for the long term sustalnabil~ty of these wdderness areas has been accepted 

4 4 Other Lessons Learned 

There have been many other lessons learned These mclude 

, 
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-1- The not-for-profit assoc~nt~on as "park system man tger" 

The past foul years experience has confirmed that a prlvate not-lor-profit assoclatlon such as 

ANGAP worhs more efficrently more effect~vely than a government bureaucracv ul coordmatrng a nat~onal 

parhs and reserves program We belleve experience In Isalo dur~ng the nelt year wrll show that thrs extends 

to d~rect  management as well EP-2 September 1996 Par~s  donor and Madagascar government talks on the 

GOM's future support to the envrronmental program once agaln confirmed the \\rsdom of t h ~ s  ~nsl~tut~onal 

model for such par Ls management 

-2- Sustamabdlty and the "Deprec~at~on" Problem 

Theie 1s a need for donors to help budd In true susta~nab~l~ty rnto protected area program 

~ns t~ tu t~ons  The SAVEM project name speaks of "sustainable approaches to v~able env~ronmental 

management" Ne~ther the development actlvit~es of SAVEM are susta~nable (w~thout cont~nued fund~ng), 

nor are the conservat~on actrv~tles susta~nable (w~thout contmued fund~ng) Donors may not be referrmg to 

"fundmg" sustamabrhty, but rather develop~ng behav~or changes and act~vit~es whrch local people can adopt 

wh~ch w ~ l l  lead to sustainable use of natural resources But even thls later objectlve wdl never be reallzed ~f 

local (fi nanc~ally) susta~nable ~ns t~ tu t~ons  are not developed to handle t h ~ s  objectlve 111 the long term T h ~ s  

1s a long term objectwe, and donors generally have short term fundmg horrzons 

Therefore, another lessons learned rf susta~nab~l~ty of Madagascar's nat~onal parks and reserves IS 

cons~dered, In itself, an mportant objectwe and part of the strategy to develop "v~able env~ronmental 

management", then rt 1s essent~al that ANGAP move towards financ~al susta~nab~l~ty for park and reserve 

management As Havenga pointed out 

'There IS spec~fic financ~al management for nature conservatlon actlvitles It IS very Important to be aware of 
th~s (Nature conservatlon financlal management) IS not lthe other forms of financ~al management In the private sector 
where the profit rnotlve rules Buddmg a healthy financlal base for conservatlon act~v~tles means susta~nab~l~ty that IS 

money wh~ch enables you to fund and maintam actlvitles of conservation If someone glves you $20,000 once, and you 
use ~t without generating Income, ~t IS not susta~nable but ~f you can generate $5 000 every month, and ~t IS enough to 
cover all you expenses, this IS susta~nable' (Havenga 1995 5) 

Donors should make sure that essent~al deprec~ation costs are actually put asrde by the ~nst~tutronal 

they are supporting each year (and ~nvested, through ANGAP's future trust fund, for example) to cover the 

replacement costs and maintenance of essential ~nfrastructure and materials T h ~ s  1s a key ~tem to monltor 

closely Otherw~se donors are fund~ng cap~tal Investments wh~ch a local institut~on can never expect to 

marnta~n or replace - requlrlng future donor support ( ~ f  ava~lable) And when not ava~lable one qu~ckly sees 

the structural deterloratlon so evrdent 111 1 1 1  developrng countries To "put a s~de  and invest" deprec~at~on 



costs 1s financ~al d ~ s c ~ p l ~ n e  wlirch a prlvate ~nstrtut~on such a\ ANGAP muqt follow 11 ~t 1% to become 

wsta~nable 

-3- Too Much Development?" 

We have learned of the real danger of "too much development" 111 the per~plieral zones of parhs and 

leselves "Too much" ul the sense that cont~nuous inpul of donor funds towa~ds development activrt~es 

wh~ch can not be sustamed 111 some maliner may In the long ~ u n  to mole harm than good when the funds run 

out Cxpectat~ons are ra~sed which can never be fulfilled bv local inst~tut~ons after the departure of the 

pr oject 

-4- Mult~ple Operators for One Protected Area's Program 

We have learned that rnult~ple "operators" of ind~v~dual ICD projects do not lend to good 

management of program act~vrtres W ~ t h ~ n  each EP-I ICDP project, there has usually been one operator 

~nvolved wrth conservatron, another wrth development (w~tli local NGOs usually mvolved In the 

development area as partners) Exper~ence has shown that In most cases, the two major operators could not 

In fact develop a common program, but tended to operate two parallel sub-projects In each reglon T h ~ s  

problem was most ev~dent at Amber Mountam where WWF and CARE were mvolved, wli~ch led In 1995 to 

a d~vorce between the two ~ns t~ tu t~ons  - wlth CARE asked to w~thdraw T h ~ s  pattern has certamly been 

common elsewhere as well, however 

A major reason for t h ~ s  s~tuat~on is that management of an ICDP project, In areas wli~ch usually 

have very l~ttle other outs~de program support, 1s s~mply too complex The lack of abhty  to focus the 

des~re  to respond to "the needs" of local populations lends to programs wli~cli are d~fficult to manage 

Mamtenance of ~nst~tutlonal ~dent~tles and unlque "approaches" also seems to contr~bute to t h ~ s  problem 

Future design of ICD programs In Madagascar w~l l  be substant~ally d~fferent because of ANGAP s 

development Into a nat~onal parks ~ns t~ tu t~on  T h ~ s  wdl promote a "relaxation of the excesswely t~ght  

~nterdependenc~es" between ~ns t~ tu t~ons  character~st~c of EP- I ,  whlch should promote more efficrent use of 

the spec~fic expert~se of NGO rnst~tut~ons (Brmkerhoff 1996 1506) T h ~ s  process IS dlustrated In F~gure 1 

below ANGAP w ~ l l  progresswely dlrectly manage all nat~onal parks and reserves 111 Madagascar over the 

next few years replacmg ~nternat~onal NGO's who have been fill~ng t h ~ s  role Durrng 1996 ANGAP expects 

to become increasrngly mvolved in management of the Amber Mounta~n nat~onal parhlreserve complex, and 

Rmomafana Natronal Park currently operated by WWF and Stony Brook respectively Most development 

actrvrt~es In per~pheral zones and regonally w~l l  be ~mplemented by approprrate local and rnternatronal 
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NGO's and other institut~ons - frequently 111 partnersh~p with ANGAP 111 the per~plleral zones 

-5- Mult~ple  Donors for One Protected Area 

We have also learned that mult~ple donors also pose problems for coordmatron and management of 

develoument actlvitles In a peripheral zone (eg ANAE, PACTISAC, FID, Peace Corps, etc ) Different 

gloups frequently seem to compete for actrvitles w1t11 village groups oi the rare community orgqnlzatlons - 

each t n  lng to "out-give" the next group There 1s a cr~tical need to regionally or sub-reg~onally coordmate 

the actn ltles of all such groups in areas so ds to avo~d such situations This w ~ l l  be one of the most dtfficult 

challenges for the program approach being proposed tor the second env~ronmental program donor support In 

Mada,  asc car 

5 0 Challenges to ANGAP's Future 

In splte of  he significant ~nst~tut~onal progress made by ANGAP In evolvmg towards Madagascar's 

first nat~onal parhs and reserves ~nst~tution, and ~ t s  ab~hty to learn-from ~ t s  evperlence with ICDP act~v~ties 

dur~ng the past four years a number of s~gnificant chailenges lay ahead wh~ch wlll deterinme the success or 

failure of develop~ng a susta~nable conservat~on approach for the country's parks and reserves and rematnmg 

unrque b~odiverslty 

5 1 Delegat~on of Authority 

True delegat~on of duthorltv w~thin ANGAP, from top to bottom, must take place Decision 

framenorhs must be developed so that clear obligations and freedom to make declslons at each level are 

clear and respected Top down mtcro-management, and over-ndmg of delegated dec~slon makmg 

respons~bil~t~es of those lower down in the hierarchy, remalns a serious problem and must be strongly 

res~sted Park Managers must be given real author~ty to manage all aspects of thelr parks and reserves, 

w~thout central ~nterference Monitoring and evaluation should be based upon agreed upon annual 

objectives wrthln the organmitton Key senior ANGAP personnel, having come out of the publ~c sector 

will need to overcome the~r  inherent deslre to res~st delegat~on of such authority Failure m thzs ureu alone 

wzll r e d f  n7 ~r~stzlu~ronaI farlure 



5 2 Loss of Focus 

Success draws attentloti ANGAP seeks to focus ~ t s  attention on ~ t s  m~sslon statement - to manage 

Madagascar's parks and reserves There wdl be a des~re by both donors and government ahke to place upon 

ANGAP dutles wli~ch could well distract ~t from ~ t s  prmary mlsslon - resultrng In loss of focus and eventual 

lnstltut~onal declme Rather than domg thls, donors and government might consider creating other 

~nstrtutrons of t h ~ s  klnd wluch can develop expertise in new areas 

5 3 A Ternpt~ng Take-over Target 

If ANGAP moves towards sustamabhty t h ~ s  means ANGAP IS actually making money and 

managlng ~t m a fiscally respons~ble manner Thls will also attract attent~on In a financ~ally poor 

env~ronment ANGAP must be protected at the hlghest levels of government (Nat~onal Assembly) by 

recognition of ~ t s  mlsslon statement and ~ t s  lnstltut~onal status as a not-for-profit assoclat~on (hybr~d NGO) 

Agaln, rather than movlng to control thls source of Income, government should constder creatmg srmllar 

~ristltutlons capable of removmg some of the financial burden of central government In varlous other areas 

of management T h ~ s  would be consistent w~th nat~onal pol~cy for decentrallzat~on and empowerment of 

other sectors of the economy 

5 4 Creatmg Partnersh~ps 

Donors w~ll  be channeling s~gnlficant fundlng Into the "development" sector over the next years and 

ANGAP wlll be tempted to obtam a plece of the act~on ANGAP's challenge wdl be to remaln focused on 

park and reserve management and ecotourism development, and develop partnership and advocate 

relatlonshlps wlth varlous government, NGO groups, and per~pheral zone groups capable of ass~stmg local 

populat~ons In soclo-economlc development actlvlt~es In the same sense, ANGAP must understand the 

donor group's programmat~c approach to development durlng the PE-2, and establish lmks whlch have 

cross-cutting advantages for ANGAP to other sectors For mstance, development of Improved roads In the 

soutliern part of the country (eg 50 km road to the Andr~ngrltra protected area, or to Ranomafana Natlonal 

Park) would not only strongly Influence the ecotourism market, but also prov~de an economlc stlmulus to 

the reglon 



5 5 Technical Ass~stance 

Assoc~ated w ~ t h  partnersh~ps 1s ANGAP's need to recognize the value of techn~cal asslstance Tliere 

IS a vlew, common to c ~ v d  servants of government bureaucrac~es worldw~de that use of t~chnrcal asslstance 

to adv~se and Improve ther work, to the extent of even follow~ng d~rectly techn~cal adv~ce glven, someliow 

IS a negatwe statement of tlie~r own personal worth, then- techn~cal competence I n  tlie prwate sector of 

course, teclin~cal adv~ce IS hlglily valued and frequently closely followed ANGAP though not a 

government bureaucracy, yet ~ncludes personnel from publlc lnst~tutlons w~tli tlils tendency Tliere 1s also a 

m~sunderstandmg about how and why donors prov~de teclin~cal asslstance One frequently hears the 

comment " ~ f  we d~dn't have tlm expenswe techn~cal ass~stance support, we would have so much more 

money to use for other thlngs" This 1s of course not true at all Teclinlcal ass~stance 1s a form of "grant 

g~f t"  to an lnst~tutlon to ralse standards of performance and qual~ty Conceptual changes wlll need to tahe 

place w ~ t h ~ n  ANGAP on tlils subject ~f ~t IS to actually develop the partnersh~ps needed to become a "center 

of excellence" 

USAID Madagascar has been tlie pr~nc~pal donor responsible for the ~nst~tut~onal development of 

ANGAP and Tropical Research & Development, Inc tlie pr~nclpal operator responsible for successfully 

leadmg ANGAP to ~ t s  current nat~onal parks servlce mlsslon 22 USAID has cons~stently shown more 

~nterest in supporting long term NGO teclin~cal ass~stance to field ICDPs (partners, but not answerable to 

ANGAP) - reachmg at t~mes  over 20 expatriate adv~sors T h ~ s  preference 1s contmu~ng Into the trans~tlon 

per~od beyond January 1 1997 whde effect~vely abandoning tlie pr~nc~pal nat~onal lnst~tutlon whlcli 1s 

assumlng the greater burden over tlie comlng years T h ~ s  1s an extremely serlous and urgent ~ssuel 

ANGAP wdl not be recewng tlie technical asslstance ~t specifically requested or urgently needs at 

the central, park system level dur~ng a key, p~votal per~od of ~ t s  development over at least the next 18 

months (January 1997 - June 1998), durmg the so called transit~on per~od between EP-I and EP-2 USAID 

Madagascar, w~thout a teclin~cal end-of-program needs evaluation, has determined that ~t can no longer 

prov~de more than one long-term adv~sor to ANGAP dur~ng thls t ~ m e  Yet thrs young and untried ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n  

1s about to move Into an extremely difficult trans~tlon per~od In wh~ch ~t w ~ l l  be takrng over dlrect (eg 

S 4VEM ICDPs) or rnd~rect management of a network of 44 parks and reserves, recewe greatly mcreased 

donor fundmg for ~ t s  programs and rapidly expand its staffing levels Wlthout mcreased long term 

techn~cal support ANGAP risks serlous problems and perhaps ~nst~tutlonal collapse, or at best loss of ~ t s  

' mark of ewellence and ~nst~tutional v~gor" earned durlng EP-1 23 Donors should be challenged to real~ze 

t 1 ~  ~nst~tut~onal  sustalnab~l~ty 1s not ach~eved In a few sliort years Major fundmg "gaps' can result In 



serlous ham1 to s~gntficant accompl~shments and costly ~nvestments already made 

5 6 ANGAP's Board of D~rectors 

The ANGAP Board 1s very weak and t h ~ s  represents a great danger f o ~  the future of the association 

As ANGAP seeks, In the commg months, to Increase prlvate sector representat~on on 11s governmg board, 

and ~ e d u c ~ n g  publ~c sector/pol~t~cal representat~on, ~t wlll need to look for a mucli stronger and more actlve 

board Powerful and wealthy prlvate ~ n d ~ v ~ d u a l s  of nat~onal ~inportance w~tli a co~nm~tment to the 

env~ronment must be drawn to the board These people must be actlve nat~onally and ~nternat~onally In 

seeking funding for the ~nstltut~on In us~ng the~r  rnfluence In changmg nat~onal po l~c~es  wli~ch h~nder 

ANGAP's effect~veness T h ~ s  IS miportant ~f ANGAP as an ~ndependent assoc~at~on 1s to be kept on track 111 

its commitment to conservat~on first and foremost on behalf of the 'people of Madagascar' It needs to be 

actwely engaged In settmg pollcy for the protected area program cons~stent w ~ t h  the objectives of the State, 

and supervlslng ~ t s  delegated c h ~ e f  execut~ve, the Dlrector General, In ~mplementat~on of the program 

The Board members must be named ~ n d ~ v ~ d u a l s  - not representat~ves of organ~zatlons The Board 

must become much more actwe In oversrght of ANGAP ~tself, not w ~ t h  execut~ve funct~ons, but w ~ t h  strong 

pol~cy overs~ght control 

5 7 Fmanclal Sustalnab1lity of Parks Network 

An often neglected issue In seehmg sustamable management of biodwers~ty IS financ~al 

susta~nabll~ty of the parks network ~tself A major challenge for ANGAP w~l l  be to approach management of 

~ t s  network of parks and reserves In a busmess sense - sound busmess plann~ng wh~ch ~ncludes thoughtful 

t ~ m ~ n g  of ~nfrastructure mvestment and attent~on to deprec~at~on costs It w ~ l l  be a challenge for ANGAP to 

move away from a program almost completely dependent on fore~gn donor support to one In wh~ch assets 

are carefully managed, caprtal expenses are kept w ~ t l i ~ n  the organ~zatlon's abhty to meet mamtenance and 

deprec~at~on costs, and control of the qual~ty and quant~ty of personnel hlred 

Assoc~ated w ~ t h  t h ~ s  Issue 1s fiscal respons~b~l~ty ANGAP has not yet made the commitment to 

complete transparency In ~ t s  account~ng systems Wh~le  ~t does have the tools to do so, the management wdl 

to become completely profess~onal rn t h ~ s  area 1s st111 lacklng Unt~l thls 1s ach~eved, ANGAP wdl have 

d~fficulty In overcommg the ~nherent s u s p ~ c ~ o ~ i  of all those who m~ght I~ke to support b~od~verslty 

consewatlon In Madagascar through an  orgmlzailon l ~ k e  ANGAP - but won't - untd accounting rs 

completely transparent and ~nformat~on widely and freely shared In t h ~ s  domam 



6 0 Conclusions 

ANGAP IS In a p o s ~ t ~ o ~ i  of provldmg other Malagasy ~ n s t ~ t u t ~ o n s  a model of how to operate In a new 

manner, where quality and servlce 1s Important, where business plans and sound financ~al feas~b~l i ty  s tud~es 

are the norm We are firmly conv~nced that a c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  planned for Madagascar national parks and reserves 

w ~ l l  serve as  motors for the economic development of some of the poorest reg~ons of the country - 

someth~ug of  central ~mportance to Madagascar's pol~tics of reg~onal decentral~zatlon and s t~mula t~on 

'National parks are mtegral parts of the assets economv and attractrons of the reg~on's in which they are srtuated 
Where these national parks prov~de Income the region clearly should benefit financ~ally and econom~cally formulae 
for the flow-through of such benefits wrll be negotrated (revenue sharrng) A common vislon of a system of nat~onal 
parks should be developed that w~ll  make an Important contrrbutron to natlon bulldmg wh~le eamlng forelgn exchange 
providing jobs, and creatrng business opportunities for nelghborrng communrtles" (Robinson 1995 3) 

The experience of the past five years has strengthened the convlct~on that the soclo-economic 

mterests of the people l ~ v ~ n g  around parks and reserves (and somet~mes w ~ t l i ~ n )  must be adequately 

addressed if the conservation goal 1s to be attamed The people and the natlon ~tself  must truly see t h e ~ r  

economrc well bemg lmked to the cont~nuity of these areas of wdderness and b~odwers~ty  Such "lmkage" 

has only begun to be realized However, ~t 1s equally evident that a focused, profess~onal parks inst~tutlon is 

also requ~red ~f Madagascar's protected areas are to be conserved and managed as "places of preservation, 

education, recreation, and contribute to the development of per~pheral zone communlt~es and to regronal and 

natronal econom~es" Into the next century and beyond (from ANGAP's misslon statement) 
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NOTES 

Parastatals are considered essent~ally the same as d~rect fed~rally run systems The e\perience of parlstatal management IS 

mxed and not coiiclus~vely reconimended as an 9pproach to park managenrent (IRG 1992 5 1) 

2 Unfortunately a parastatal the Natlonal Resource and Conservat~on Assoc~atlon with overs~glit author~ty 1s currently try~ng 
to take over d~rect management 

3 
Mr Botha D~rector of Ad~n~nrstrat~on National Parhs Board dur~ng week long support v ~ s ~ t  to ANGAP August 28 - 

September l 1995 

Dr G A Rob~nson Cxecutwe D~rector Nat~onll Parks Board dur~ng ANGAP support v~slt to Madlgascar December 4-7 
1994 
Created III 1898 kruger Nat~onal Park is South Afrrcas oldest national parh md Afr~cls  largest (2 m~l l~on  hectares) It was created 
followmg an Inspmng v ~ s ~ t  by a South Afr~can leader to Yellowstone Nat~onal Parh Managed by the National Parhs Board Kruger as 
well as many of South Afr~cas other nat~onal parhs IS a world leader In advanced env~ronn~ental management techniques and polrc~es 

5 M ~ s s ~ o n  1 The center IS charged wlth the protectlon and the management of the network of protected areas (land shorehe 
marine) M ~ s s ~ o n  2 The respons~bil~t~es of the center extend to ~nclude rural development activities within the peripheral zones of the 
protected areas M ~ s s ~ o n  3 The center wrll have for ~ t s  mlsslon to open protected areas to ecolog~cal tourlsm to encourage the benefits of 
tour~st actlv~ties for the local populat~ons (employment sales of products) w ~ t h ~ n  the I~ni~ts  compat~ble for b~odivers~ty protectlon, and 
Miss1011 4 The center must promote sc~entific monltormg of the b~od~vers~ty sltuatlon with~n the protected areas (LOUIS Berger 1989 15 
18') 

6 SAVEM Project Document 1991 pp 1-2 

7 SAVEM Project Document 199 1 p 2 

Accordmg to the USAID SAVEM project document ANGAP1s coordmat~on role "may be expanded to management of the 
protected areas based on demonstrated capab~lit~es of ANGAP " ANGAP s poss~ble future capacity to manage protected areas directly 
wdl be rev~ewed durmg a jolnt AIDIGRM midterm evaluation of the SAVEM project durmg FY 1994 (SAVEM project document, 
1990 Sect~on I11 C I) The m ~ d  term evaluation (June1994) confirmed the excellent mst~tutlonal progress of ANGAP The statement 
was made that ANGAP was follow~ng "~ t s  natural evolut~on towards its self-defined long term vlsron of becommg Madagascar s nat~onal 
parks servlce 

Efforts are underway to decrease the number of public officials to four and Increase the role played by reg~onal and 
~nfluent~al prwate sector indlv~duals 

'O Assoclatlon Nat~onale pour la Gest~on des Awes Protegees (ANGAP) ' G ~ ~ l l o n  In French refers to direct management 

1 1 Entrance fees for adults and ch~ldren good for 3 days 

12 This IS vahd for 15 days per site and represents the permit to enter the reserve not the perm~t to film 

l 3  The currently most h~ghly author~zed decree by the Government of Madagascar, concernrng ANGAP through signature of 
the Pr~me Mmster and four M~nrsters of Aprd 12 1991 (decree No 91 593) clearly speaks of ANGAP management (gest~on) dut~es 
(see above) 

14 It IS true that many ICDPs had only actually begun field ~mpiementat~on of many of the~r actwties startrng early 1994 
Wh~le ~t IS not reallst~c to expect much Impact In terms of changed behavlor from program actwlt~es there are many other lessons which 
can be drawn from the past two years exye-ience 

l 5  The term buffer zone can cause confus~on As used here ~t d~ffers from the UNESCO Man and the B~osphere Program 
where ~t was first developed UNESCOs buffer zones are areas ~mmedlately adjacent to a protected area that have lim~tat~ons and 
controls on use that are intermed~ate to those of the protected area and the open use areas beyond the buffer' It was or~g~nally mtended 
to be much more restr~ct~ve in uses allowed (eg no permanent hab~tat~ons) than in  practlce has proven feas~ble (IRG 1992 48) 
UNESCOs concept of buffer zone IS more closely related to what ANGAP refers to as the per~pheral zone A reason why the UNESCO 
buffer zone concept finally farled to d~sallow human hab~tat~on was because ~t IS located outs~de the jur~sdictron of the park Defined 
w~lhin the park restrlct~ve uses by the peripheral zone communlt~ec 1s more eas~ly realwed 

16 International Unlon for Conservat~on of Nature and Natural Resources 



-- 

17 Durlng the Mnd~gascar Cnv~ronnicnt~l Actlo11 Progrlm for the next five ) e m  3 reglolid partnership approach w~l l  be tahen 
w~thout -I nlt~onal coord~n?ting y p c y  

18 Many of the most successful ICDP activltles 111 park  over tlie past years were actlv~tles of the hmd d~scussed here The lessons 
learned from these case studies may be rev~ewed In Hypothesis Testmg Do Tlrgeted Developnient A c t ~ v ~ t ~ e s  Reduce Pressures on 
ParhdReserves Through Changed Human Behawor? Swanson 3996b) 

l9    he only danger IS that when compared to the donor's non susta~nable funds bemg pumped into a per~pheral zone during 
an ICD project's hfe the park entrance fee money IS very small When the ' b ~ g  n~oney" IS gone people may not be content wlth the 
Iim~ted amount of funds coming from the entrance fees and may hold the plrk serv~ce respons~ble for the w~thdrawal of the donors 
fundmg 

20 An example of this IS the Mutuelle d Epargne et de Cred~t (MEC) of the Zahamena Spec~al Reserve (cf Swanson 1996 58-63) 
21 One response to this statement IS that the program has evolved and that no-one actually anticipated that such operators 

should have been more mvolved In the actual development of the parks and reserves theniselves - that the emphas~s was more towards 
"development If so then one might argue the ~n i t~a l  des~gn for ICDPs (having to do specifically wth  nat~onal parks and reserves) was 
flawed for lack of real park profess~onals at the des~gn stage, or that ICDPs are mis named These were development for conservat~on" 
projects not "mtegrated conservation & development projects" 

22 Two TR&D long term adv~sors in~t~ally helped ANGAP begrn to organme ~tself mst~tut~onally (Roy Hagen Natural Resources 
and Peter Rob~nson - F~nancral Piannlng)(l992-September 1994) Two subsequent advisors Dr R~chard Swanson ~nstitut~onal 
development specialist monltorlng & evaluat~on adv~sor and Jean-Micbel Dufils GIs mformat~on system management cont~nued t h ~ s  
support between January 1994 and December 1996 A fifth adv~sor Roper Coll~nson parks manager jolned the latter team In 1996 

What is happenmg to ANGAP as a result of refocus of USAID Interests dur~ng EP-2 IS also happening for the 
development activltles ~nit~ated in the peripheral zones of SAVEM ICDPs In both cases USAID w1l1 be seen as walkmg away from 
programs ~t has committed ~tself to over the past five years A lesson learned elsewhere but not apphed 


